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NOTICES 


FEDERAL  ENERGY  ADMINISTRATION 
ENERGY  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
Intention  To  Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  Powerplants 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (PEA)  hereby  gives  notice  of  its  intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  section  2  (a) 
and  (b)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coordination  Act  M  1974,  M 
amended  (ESECA),  and  Chapter  10,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (10  CPR),  Parts 
303  and  305  to  the  following  powerplants: 


Docket 

No. 


OFl'-151 


Owner 


Generatiiif!  station 


Power- 

plant 

No. 


Location 


Oklahoma  Gas  &  Electric  Co . Mustang .  1. 2 


Oklahoma  City,  Okla. 


FEA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the  cv- 
portunity  for  oral  and  written  presenta¬ 
tion  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarding  this  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Order. 

The  proposed  order  would  prohibit  the 
above-named  powerplants  from  burning 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as 
their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  a  powerplant,  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.36(b)  and  305.3 
(b)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the  pow¬ 
erplant  had  the  capability  and  neces¬ 
sary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal  as  of 
June  22,  1974.  A  Prohibition  Order  may 
not  be  issued  unless  FEA  can  find  that 
the  prohibition  of  the  utilization  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  a  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA, 
that  coal  and  coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  during  the  period 
the  Prohibition  Order  will  be  in  effect, 
and  that  the  prohibition  will  not  impair 
the  reliability  of  service  in  the  area 
served  by  the  powerplant.  FEA’s  pro¬ 
posed  findings,  as  well  as  its  proposed 
conclusions  and  rationale  with  respect  to 
these  findings,  for  each  powerplant  are 
set  out  in  the  Appendix  to  this  notice. 
These  findings,  conclusions  and  rationale 
may  be  amended  as  a  result  of  comments 
received  by  FEA  pursuant  to  this  notice 
and  other  information  available  to  FEA. 
The  findings,  conclusions  and  rationale 
will  be  included,  with  any  amendments, 
for  each  Prohibition  Order  that  is  issued. 

Upon  completion  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  FEA  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  some 
or  all  of  the  above-named  powerplants. 
These  Prohibition  Orders  will  not  be¬ 
come  effective,  however,  until  (1)  either 
(a)  the  Administrator  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  notifies 
the  FEA,  in  accordance  with  section  119 
(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the  CTlean  Air  Act,  that  the 
powerplant  is  able  to  bum  coal  and  to 
comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollution 
control  requirements  without  a  compli¬ 
ance  date  extension  iinder  section  119  (c) 
or  (b)  of  such  Act,  if  such  notification 
is  not  given  by  EPA,  the  date  that  the 
Administrator  of  EPA  certifies  pursuant 
to  section  119(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act  is  the  earliest  date  that  Uie  power- 
plant  will  be  able  to  ccnnply  with  all  ap¬ 
plicable  air  pollution  control  require¬ 
ments  of  section  119  of  that  Act,  and  (2) 
FEA  has  considered  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  order,  pursuant  to  10  CFR 


208.3(a)(4)  and  305.9,  and  has  served 
the  affected  powerplant  with  a  Notice  of 
Effectiveness,  as  provided  in  10  CFR  303.- 
10(b),  303.37(b)  and  305.7.  The  date  the 
Prohibition  Order  will  be  effective  will 
be  stated  in  the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

10  CFR  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to 
the  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  E^ffectiveness 
to  a  powerplant,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analysis  of  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness.  That  analysis  shall  result  in  either 
(1)  issuance  of  a  declaration  that  the 
Prohibition  Order  will  not,  if  made  ef¬ 
fective  by  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effec¬ 
tiveness,  be  likely  to  have  a  significant 
impact  or  the  quality  of  the  human  en¬ 
vironment,  or  (2)  the  preparation  by 
FEA  of  an  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  covering  significant  site-specific 
impacts  tliat  are  likely  to  result  from 
the  Prohibition  Order  and  that  have  not 
been  adequately  addressed  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Statement  (FES  75-1, 
dated  April  25,  1975)  or  in  other  official 
documents  made  publicly  available.  If 
FEA  prepares  an  environmental  impact 
statement  covering  significant  site-spe¬ 
cific  impacts  resulting  from  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order,  the  statement  shall  be  pre¬ 
pared  and  published  for  comment  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  section  102(2)  (C)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969  prior  to  issuance  of  a  Notice  of 
Effectivenes.  Interested  persons  may  re¬ 
quest  a  public  hearing  pursuant  to  10 
CFR  303.173  to  comment  on  the  con¬ 
tents  of  a  draft  environmental  impact 
statement.  With  respect  to  comments  re¬ 
garding  any  impact  on  air  quality  that 
might  result  from  a  proposed  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order,  however,  it  shoiUd  be  re¬ 
cognized  that  ESECA  has  assigned  to 
EPA  the  primary  responsibility  for  ana¬ 
lyzing  the  effect  of  any  such  order  on  the 
Nartion’s  air  quality  and  for  determin¬ 
ing  the  applicable  air  pollution  control 
requirements  that  apply  to  the  power- 
plant  tha  has  been  issued  an  order.  It 
is  expected  that,  in  almost  every  case, 
a  powerplant  to  which  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  is  issued  will  be  eligible  to  apply  to 
EPA  for  a  compliance  date  extension.  In 
connection  wi^  that  application,  EPA 
must  provide  an  opportunity  for  writ¬ 
ten  comment  and  oral  presentation  of 
data,  views,  and  arguments  by  inter¬ 
ested  persons.  Enclosed  with  the  Notice 
of  Effectiveness  may  be  a  compliance  re¬ 
porting  schedule  to  insure  that  the  pow¬ 
erplant  will  be  able  to  comply  with  the 
prohibition  of  the  burning  of  natural 


gas  or  petroleum  products  as  a  primary 
energy  source  on  the  effective  date  spe¬ 
cified  In  the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

Public  comment  on  the  proposal  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  the  power- 
plants  issued  above  is  invited  in  the 
form  of  written  and  oral  presentation 
of  data,  views,  and  arguments. 

Comments  should  address:  (1)  the  ad¬ 
equacy  and  validity  of  each  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  conclusions  and 
rationale  in  support  of  these  findings, 
(2)  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  includ¬ 
ing  any  site-specific  environmental  im¬ 
pacts,  and  (3)  any  other  aspects  or  im¬ 
pacts  of  the  proposed  Prohibition  Order 
believed  to  be  relevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  CPR  303.173  (c)  and 
(d),  FEA  hereby  announces  that  a  pub¬ 
lic  hearing  to  receive  oral  presentation 
of  data,  views,  and  arguments  of  inter¬ 
ested  persons  will  be  held  beginning  at 
9  a.m.  on  May  23-25,  1977,  in  the  2d 
Floor  Training  Room,  Federal  Energy 
Administration,  2626  West  Mockingbird 
Lane,  Dallas,  Texas  75235.  Any  person 
who  has  an  interest  in  the  subject  of 
the  hearing  or  who  is  a  representative 
of  a  group  or  class  of  persons  which 
has  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the 
hearing  may  make  a  written  request,  or 
a  verbal  request  if  confirmed  in  writ¬ 
ing,  for  an  opportunity  to  make  an  oral 
prelsentation.  That  request  should  be  di¬ 
rected  to  Darryl  Oreenwell.  PEA  Region 
VI,  2626  W.  Mockingbird  Lane,  Dallas 
Texas  75235,  214-749-7727.  The  request 
should  be  received  before  4:30  p.m., 
Monday,  May  16,  1977.  The  request 
should  describe  the  person’s  interest  in 
the  issue(s)  involved;  if  appropriate,  it 
should  state  why  the  person  is  an  ap¬ 
propriate  representative  of  the  group  or 
class  of  persons  which  has  such  an  in¬ 
terest;  it  should  give  a  concise  summary 
of  the  proposed  oral  presentation  and 
a  phone  number  where  the  person  may 
by  contacted  through  May  20,  1977. 
Speakers  will  be  contacted  by  an  FEA 
representative  before  4:30  p.m.,  Wednes¬ 
day,  May  18,  1977,  and  should  submit 
ten  (10)  copies  of  the  oral  presentation, 
if  possible,  unless  such  presentation  is 
less  than  five  (5)  pages,  in  which  case 
only  one  copy  is  required,  to  Delbert 
Fowler,  Regional  Administrator,  Fed¬ 
eral  Energy  Administration.  P.O.  Box 
35228,  2626  W.  Mockingbird  Lane,  Dallas. 
Texas  75235,  before  4:30  p.m.,  Friday, 
May  20. 1977. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and 
arguments  should  be  contained  in  a  writ¬ 
ten  submission  in  support  of  the  oral 
presentation.  The  oral  presentation  it¬ 
self  should  be  a  summary  of  those  writ¬ 
ten  comments. 

While  FEA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire 
to  speak,  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at  the 
hearing,  to  schedule  their  respective 
presentations  and  to  establish  the  proce¬ 
dures  governing  the  conduct  of  the  hear¬ 
ing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to  each 
presentation  may  be  limited  on  the  basis 
of  the  niunber  of  persons  requesting  to 
be  heard.  The  FEA  will  prepare  an 
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agenda  that  shall  prorkte.  to  the  extent 
passible,  for  the  presentation  of  all  rde- 
vant  data,  views,  and  arguments. 

An  FEA  ofllclal  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  idiich  will  not  be 
a  Judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  Dur¬ 
ing  oral  presentations  only  those  con¬ 
ducting  the  hearing  may  ask  questions. 
There  will  be  no  cross-examination.  At 
the  conclusion  of  all  oral  presenta¬ 
tions.  each  person  who  has  made  an 
oral  statement  will  be  given  the  (H>portu- 
nity.  if  he  or  she  so  desires,  to  make  a 
rebuttal  statement.  The  rebuttal  state¬ 
ments  will  be  given  In  the  order  In  idilch 
the  initial  statements  were  made  and 
will  be  subject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  offi¬ 
cer  to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an 
oral  presentation.  The  presiding  officer 
will  determine  whether  to  ask  questkms, 
having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  rdevant.  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing 
will  be  announced  by  the  presiding 
officer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it.  together  with  any  written 
comments  submitted  In  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  win  be  retained  by  the  FEA 
and  made  available  for  inspection  and 
copying  at  the  public  reading  romu  lo¬ 
cated  in  Room  2107,  Federal  Building, 
12th  and  Pennsylvania  Avenue  NW., 
Washington,  D.C.  20401,  and  the  FEA 
Regional  Office,  Reading  Room,  2626  W. 
Mockingbird  Lane.  Dallas.  Texas  75235. 
between  the  hours  of  8  am.  and  4:30 
pm.,  Monday  through  Ftiday.  Anyone 
may  purchase  a  ct^y  of  the  transcript 
frcun  the  reporter. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  consisting  of  data, 
views,  or  arguments  with  respect  to  these 
proposed  Prohibition  Orders  to  Executive 
Communications,  Box  MC,  Federal 
Energy  Administration.  Federal  Bufid- 
ing.  Room  3309,  12th  and  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20461. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  IVA  Executive  Communica¬ 
tions  should  be  identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 
the  designation  “Proposed  Prcdilbltion 
Order  for  the  Mustang  Powerplant.*’ 
Fifteen  copies  should  be  submitted. 

All  wr^^ten  comments  received  by  4:30 
p.m..  Monday,  May  30,  1977.  all  oral 
presentations,  and  an  other  relevant  in¬ 
formation  submitted  to  or  otherwrise 
available  to  FEIA  will  be  considered  by 
FEA  prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order. 

Any  information  or  data  considered  to 
be  confidential  by  the  person  furnishing 
it  must  be  so  identified  and  submitted  in 
writing,  one  copy  only.  The  FEA  reserves 
the  right  to  determine  the  confidential 
status  of  the  information  or  data  and  to 
treat  it  in  accordance  with  that  deter¬ 
mination. 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implement¬ 
ing  Section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA  (10 


Noncis 


CFR  Parts  303  and  90f )  are  available ' 
from  the  fiffiowlng  FEA  Regkmal  Offices; 
Basnir.  Smwv,  sm  Pmomx 

I— Bobert  llltehaU,  RsgloBsl  Admlnlstrmfeor, 
IM  Caustwsy  8t.,  room  700,  Boston,  Msss. 
OSllS:  617-323-8701. 

n — AtfVsd  KMnfsM.  Xogkiiial  Administrator, 
36  Fedorsl  Plan,  room  8300,  Bsw  ToVk. 
N.T.  lOOOT;  313-364-1031. 
nX — J.  A.  LsBals,  Bogtonsl  Admlntotrstor, 
1431  Cherry  St.,  room  1001,  Phllsdelphls, 
Ps.  18103;  316-087-8380. 

IV—  Donald  AUen,  Bsglonal  Administrator, 
1666  Peachtree  St.  MB.,  8th  floor,  Atlanta, 
Oa.  30300;  404-636-3687. 

V —  ^M.  Alien  Andersen,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Federal  Oflioe  Bldg.,  178  West  Jackson 
Bird.,  room  A-38S,  Chicago,  lU.  00604; 
813-363-0640. 

VI —  IMbert  Fowler,  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  OAoe  Box  86338.  3636  WCst  Mocking¬ 
bird  Lane,  Dallas,  Tex.  78336;  314-748-7846. 

vn — ^NeU  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1160  Grand  Ave.,  Wansas  City,  Mo.  64106; 
816-874-3061. 

vm — ^Dudley  Farer,  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Office  Box  36347,  Belmar  Branch.  1075 
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Sooth  Tukon  Bt..  Lakewood,  Colo.  80236; 
8Q8-384-34Sa 

IZ — WUMam  Amts,  Beglnnsl  Admlnletiator, 
111  Pine  St..  Ban  PVaneleco.  Oallf.  94111; 
416-666-7314.  • 

X— ^teek  B.  Robarteon.  Raglonsl  Administra¬ 
tor.  1982  Fsdsral  Bldg,  819  Baoond  Ave.. 
Seattle.  Wash.  88174.-  308-443-7380. 

Any  questkms  regarding  this  Notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  FEA  National 
Office  as  follows:  Pedwal  Energy  Ad- 
mlnlstiation.  Code  OCU  (Prohibition 
Order:  Mustang  Powerplant).  Washing¬ 
ton.  D.C.  20461.  202-566-7941. 

(Xnergy  8iq>ply  and  Environ msntal  Coordi¬ 
nation  Act  ot  1874  (16  VAC.  791  St  ssq.),  as 
amsndsd  by  Pub.  L.  84-188;  Fsdsral  Xningy 
Administration  Act  of  1974  (15  DB.C.  761 
St  ssq.),  ss  amsndsd  by  Pub.  L.  84-386;  X.O. 
11790  (38  FR 23186).) 

Issued  in  Washington.  D.C.,  April  25. 
1977. 

Euc  J.  Pyci. 

Acting  General  Conneel. 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 


Ammix — PaoioasD  Fmsnfss  awd  Ratioiiau  roa  Noncx  or  Iivmrnoiv  TO  Issox  a 

PaoHornoiv  Oxna 

ESBCA  and  the  FXA  regulations  require  PEA  to  make  certain  flldhogs  before  lesulng  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  i>owetplant.  PEA'S  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  reepect 
to  the  powerplants  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  oonctualoiw  are  also  eet  forth. 


Dseket  Poww- 

No.  Owner  OnrraUng  station  pleat  LoesUon 


OFU-l&t  Oklahoaaa  Uaa  A  Elartric  L'a . Mustang 


1  OUahoma  City,  Okla. 

2 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  PEA.  are  beeed  on  the  information  that 
haa  been  provided  to  and  devalopad  by  PEA 
prior  to  the  Iseuance  of  this  Notice  ot  In¬ 
tention  (NOl)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Oklahoma  Oae  A  Electric  Company  shaU  be 
referred  to  as  the  “utUity"  and  as  "OGAE". 

L  Capability  and  naoasaarg  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  eooL  PEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22. 1874.  Powerplants  Numbers  J  and 
a  at  Mustang  Generating  Station  (Mustang  1 
ant^  3)  had  tbs  oapabiUty  and  necessary 
plant  equipment  to  bum  ooaL  This  iwoposed 
finding  is  based  on  the  facte  and  interpreta¬ 
tions  stated  below: 

A.  OOAB,  In  Information  filed  with  PEA 
dated  July  8,  1876,  indicated  that  each 
'powerplant  had  in  place  on  June  22,  1974.  a 
boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal.  The 
boilers  bad  been  designed  and  constructed 
or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  their  primary 
energy  source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant  may  not 
have  been  burning  coal  as  Its  primary  energy 
source. 

B.  Bssed  on  information  OOAE  filed  with 
FEA  dated  July  8,  1876.  and  other  Informa¬ 
tion  available  to  FEA,  the  following  plant 
equipment  or  faciUtlee  at  Mustang  1  and  2 
would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished  In 
order  for  these  powerplante  to  bum  coal  as 
their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Coal  handling  equipment. 

3.  Boiler  (refurbish). 

3.  Ash  handling  equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Mustang  1  and  2  had  all  other  signif¬ 
icant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  aesoci- 
ated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESBCA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thesstb, 
the  equipment  and  fkctllties  listed  In  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 


and  neoeasary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal 
as  ot  June  22, 187A 

n.  The  bumlng  of  coal  in  Ueu  of  umtural 
gat  or  petroleum  produett  it  pruetieable  and 
consistent  scitk  the  purpoeet  of  E8MCA.  FEA 
propoeee  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Mustang  1  and  3  In  lisu  ot  pstroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  or  natural  gas  Is  practlcabls  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESBCA.  This 
finding  is  based  upon  the  presumption  that 
Mustang  1  Snd  2  will  be  operated  at  a  41 
percent  capacity  factor  (this  represents  a 
weighted  average  of  each  powerifiant’s  pro¬ 
jected  capacity  factor) .  have  a  remsdnlng 
useful  life  of  16  years  (as  of  th«>  date  of  this 
NOI),  are  expected  to  have  at  least  10  years 
remaining  UMful  life  after  conversion  at  the 
powerplants,  and  on  the  facts  and  ^ter- 
pvetatlons  stated  below: 

A.  The  burning  oj  coal  it  practicable. — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal.— a.  Capi¬ 
tal  invettment  costs.  The  total  initial  capi¬ 
tal  investmant  costs,  excluatve  of  financing 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  acquisition 
and  refurbishment  of  eqiUpment  and  faclll- 
tiea  associated  with  the  bumlng  of  ooal  at 
Mustang  1  and  2  ara  estimated  to  be  ap¬ 
proximately  $13,266,000  which  assumes  that 
electrostatic  precipitators  will  be  required  at 
a  cost  of  83,321,000  to  comply  with  the  air 
pollution  control  requirements  of  the  dean 
Air  Act.  This  sstimats  is  based  on  a  PEOCo- 
Envlron mental  Specialists.  Inc.  report  en¬ 
titled  “Ooal  Convetalon  Cost  Beaaonableness 
Analysis  For  The  Mufetang  Generating  Sta¬ 
tion.”  February  36.  1977.  hereafter  “PEDCo. 
Rep^”) . 

b.  Annual  operating  end  meintenanoe  cotta. 
The  increase  In  operating  and  maintenance 
costa,  exclusiTe  of  fuel  costs,  that  would 
result  from  the  burning  of  coal  la  estimated 
to  be  approxlmatMy  81.021,000  per  year  in¬ 
cluding  $290,000  for  opwating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  air  pollution  control  equipment. 
This  estimate  Is  bssed  on  the  PEDCo.  Report. 
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c.  Fuel  costs.  (1)  Based  on  Information  sup¬ 
plied  by  OO&E,  the  price  of  natural  gas 
available  to  Mustang  1  and  2  Is  approxi¬ 
mately  $1.08  per  million  BTU’s  tor  natural 
gas.  This  represents  $1.11  per  MCF  of  natural 
gas,  assuming  1.04  million  BTU’s  per  MCF. 

(II)  Based  on  Information  supplied  by 
OO&E  the  price  of  coal  available  to  Mustang 
1  and  2  is  approximately  $1.01  per  million 
BTU’s.  Ihls  represents  $16.73  per  ton  of  coal, 
assuming  16.5  million  BTU’s  per  ton. 

(III)  FEA  estimates  that  the  burning  of  coal 
by  these  powerplants  will  result  In  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  approximately  $0.10  per  million  BTU’s, 
or  $333,000  per  year  in  fuel  costs.  This  esti¬ 
mate  is  based  on  fuel  consumption  presum¬ 
ing  Mustang  1  and  2  are  operated  at  a 
weighted  average  41  percent  capacity  factor 
and  with  an  average  heat  rate  of  12,500  BTU’s 
per  kilowatt  hoiu*. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of 
Mustang  1  and  2,  there  will  be  an  estimated 
total  annual  increase  in  costs  incurred,  ex- 

,  elusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  approximately 
'$4,509,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Mustang  1  and  2 
is  reasonable.  Financial  Impacts  of  the  con¬ 
version  will  be  felt  by  the  utility  and  by 
the  consumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
incur  additional  annual  capital  investment 
costs,  Including  financing  costs,  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $3,488,000  (this  represents  an 
amortized  cost  over  the  10  years  remaining 
useful  life  of  these  powerplants  after  con¬ 
version,  and  is  bstsed  on  a  fixed  charge  rate 
of  26.3  percent  of  the  total  initial  capital 
Investment  of  $13,276,000)  and  additional 
annual  operating  and  maintenance  costs,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  approximately 
$1,021,000  (these  figures  are  derived  from 
the  figures  in  paragraphs  A.l.  a.,  and  b.), 
but  will  experience  an  annual  fuel  cost 
savings  of  approximately  $333,000.  (See  para¬ 
graph  A.l.c.)  The  estimated  net  annual  in¬ 
creased  in  cost  of  producing  electricity  at 
Mustang  1  and  2  after  conversion  will  be 
$4,176,000. 

Increased  costs  for  conversion  will  be  mit¬ 
igated  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  Increase  in  the 
cost  of  producing  electricity  at  Mustang  1 
and  2.  The  costs  to  the  utility  resulting  from 
a  Prohibition  Order  ultimately  will  be  recov¬ 
ered  in  rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Mustang  1  and  2  will 
result  in  an  estimated  annual  equivalent 
savings  of  5,157,000  MCF  of  natural  gas  that 
otherwise  would  be  used  in  providing  steam 
for  electric  power  generation.  ’The  cost  of 
conversion  per  MCF  of  natural  gas  saved 
is  estimated  to  be  $0.81. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of< 
coal  would  be  expected  to  increase  the  cost 
of  producing  electricity  at  Mustang  1  and 
2,  FEA  proposes  to  fina  that  such  increased 
cost,  per  MCF  of  natural  gas  saved.  Is  not 
unreasonable.  ’This  determination  is  based 
on  consideration  of  the  substantial  savings 
of  natural  gas  that  will  result  from  this  con¬ 
version.  ’The  determination  that  the  costs 
of  convMttng  ate  not  unreasonable  is  further 
supported  by  consideration  of  such  costs 
in  relation  to  the  expected  10  years  remain¬ 
ing  useful  life  of  the  powerplants  after  con¬ 
version,  the  size  and  resources  of  OO&E  as 
examined  In  the  following  analysis  of  finan¬ 
cial  c^abUlty.  the  nature  of  the  expected 
operations  of  these  powerplants,  and  poten¬ 
tial  future  Increases  in  the  fuel  cost  dif¬ 
ferently  In  favM  of  coal. 


3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Oklahoma  Gas 
it  Electric  Co. — a.  Recovery  of  capital  in¬ 
vestment.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  com¬ 
pliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Mustang 
1  a^d  2  would  be  economically  feasible. 
FEA’s  analysis  took  Into  consideration  the 
$13,276,00  additional  capital  Investment  cost 
required  for  OO&E  to  comply  with  this  NOI 
and  all  other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  un¬ 
der  consideration,  as  well  as  additional  cap¬ 
ital  investment  costs  related  to  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention,  to  date,  if  any,  to  Issue 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  and 
from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  if  any,  issued  to  date  under 
authority  of  section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA 
to  OO&E  powerplants.  FEA  related  these  ad¬ 
ditional  capital  investment  costs  to  OO&E’s 
net  property  and  plant  of  $879  million, 
OQ&E’s  estimate  of  Its  1977-79  construction 
budget  of  $488  million,  the  total  capitaliza¬ 
tion  of  OO&E  of  $754  million  and  the  10 
years  remaining  useful  life  after  conversion 
of  Mustang  1  and  2.  FEA  does  not  con¬ 
sider  the  effect  of  this  added  capital  in¬ 
vestment  cost  to  represent  an  unreasonable 
burden  given  the  financial  capability  of 
OO&E  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  increase 
in  costs  (amortized  increased  capital  invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of 
coal  as  opposed  to  natural  gas  attributable 
to  compliance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion  would  be  $4,509,000.  ’This  also  represents 
the  total  estimated  annual  incremental  in¬ 
crease  in  revenue  requirements  of  OO&E. 
(FEA  also  took  into  consideration  revenue 
requirements  of  OG&E  resulting  fronw com¬ 
pliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention, 
to  date,  if  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Con¬ 
struction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  if  any, 
issued  to  date  imder  authority  of  section  2 
(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  OO&E  power- 
plants.)  ’This  estimate  of  $4,509,000  in  rev¬ 
enue  requirements  is  based  on  an  invest¬ 
ment  oriented  analysis  described  in  an  Ul¬ 
trasystems  Inc.  report  entitled  “Computer 
Methodology  For  Coal  Conversion  Cost  Rea¬ 
sonableness  Determination,”  August  1976, 
(hereafter  “Ultrasystems  Computer  Model”). 
The  estimate  Includes  an  Incremental  rate 
of  return  on  retained  earnings  which  are 
Invested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  “Identification 
Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Generating  Facilities  To  ’The 
Use  Of  Coal”,  October  1976.  ’This  analysis  esti¬ 
mated  the  total  annual  Incremental  increase 
in  revenue  requirements  to  be  $3,330,000, 
which  assumed  a  predicted  effect  on  OO&E’s 
financial  statement  and  represents  revenues 
required  to  offset  any  potential  loss  in  OO&E’s 
net  earnings  per  share  as  reported  for  Fiscal 
Tear  ending  1975.) 

’The  total  estimated  annual  Increase  in 
costs  of  $4,509,000  associated  with  conversion 
ultimately  will  be  recovered  in  rates.  However, 
due  to  the  potential  offsetting  value  of  fuel 
cost  savings  of  approximately  $333,000  at¬ 
tributable  to  compliance  with  this  NOI  and 
all  other  NOI’s  currently  under  consideration, 
the  net  annual  revenue  requirements  of 
OO&E  should  Increase  by  approximately 
$4,176,000. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  The  potential  initial 
Impact  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Mustang  1 
and  2  is  a  net  Increase  In  revenues  required 
fr<xn  OO&E  consumers  of  approximately 


$0.00028  per  kilowatt  hour  of  electricity  sold 
by  OO&E.  ’This  estimate  is  based  on  FEA’s 
analysis  of  the  Ultrasystems  Computer  Model. 

’The  actual  amount  of  the  increase  will 
depend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  mvest- 
ment  necessary  to  comply  with  a  Prohibition 
Order,  the  methods  which  OO&E  selects  to 
finance  the  increased  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  as  a  primary  energy  source  at 
Mustang  1  and  2,  the  extent  ,to  which  the 
cost  increase  is  spread  among  OO&E  con¬ 
sumers,  the  regulations  of  policies  of  the 
regulatory  agencies  with  Jurisdiction  over 
OO&E  regarding  inclusion  of  such  cost  in¬ 
creases  in  consumer  rates,  the  actual  amount 
of  the  fuel  cost  differential,  and  other  fac¬ 
tors. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Mustang  1  and  2  will  discourage 
the  use  of  natural  gas  or  pretroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA 
to  provide  a  means  to  assist  in  meeting  the 
essential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 
On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  powerplants  to  comply  with  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environ¬ 
mental  protection  requirements,  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Mustang  1  and  2  would  be  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means 
to  assist  in  meeting  the  essential  needs  of 
the  United  States  for  fuels  in  a  manner 
which  is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent 
practicable,  with  existing  national  commit¬ 
ments  to  protect  and  improve  the  environ¬ 
ment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  these  powerplants  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  until  December  31.  1984. — 
A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior.  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  data 
show  a  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of 
over  400  billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  is 
currently  technically  and  economically  re¬ 
coverable  (“Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base 
of  the  United.  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on 
January  1,  1974,”  Bureau  of  Mines  (May 
1975)  (hereafter  “BOM  Survey’’)).  Within 
these  recoverable  reserves  approximately  200 
billion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur 
by  weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quan¬ 
tities  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be 
available,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies, 
referenced  herein,  which  together  provide 
the  best  current  evidence  as  to  coal  avail¬ 
ability  for  the  period  ending  December  31, 
1984. 

2.  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  natlon$l  coal  production  (de¬ 
rived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  pro¬ 
ducing  companies)  shows  that  there  should 
be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the 
total  national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond 
1980,  plans  for  new  production  sue  not  yet 
fully  developed  because  few  cold  producers 
have  firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that 
far  into  the  future;  however^  the  projected 
total  planned  national  coal  production  for 
1985  already  meets  99  percent  of  the  total 
UB.  demand  expected  in  1085.  With  time, 
more  potential  mine  developments  will  be¬ 
come  firm  plans,  thus  IncreiMlng  the  planned 
production. 
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a.  Mmtional  «oal  production.  It  te  cotuerva- 
wtimated  tliat  It  wtu  be  praettoable  to 
produea  ooal  sattonally  In  at  lM«t  tha  fol¬ 
lowing  quantitlw: 

Potential  production 


Tear;  {mUlUm  Umt) 

IVn  .  782.8 

WTO  .  791.6 

WTO  .  861.4 

19*0  . .  .  911.  7 

.  960.0 

. - .  994.8 

.  1,017.4 

^9**  .  1,088.7 

1988  .  1,089.6 


The  Ogures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
PKA’a  "Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study"  (May 
1976).  TTils  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  ciq>aclty  additions  beyond  1980. 

The  1986  projection,  therefore,  tmids  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FBA  study.  "Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  Through  1986  by  Quality  Char- 
acterlsUcB,”  August  1976,  (hereafter  "AvaU- 
.ablllty  Study"),  Indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Tear: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 
1988 

1983 

1984 
1986 


Production 
(million  tone) 

.  48.4 

. 133.8 

- .  337.1 

.  287.3 

.  344.0 

.  363.9 

.  390.1 

.  469.6 

.  644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESKCA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  PEA  action  \mder  the 
authority  of  section  3(a)  of  ESECA.  Is  as  fol¬ 
lows  ("PTEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook") : 


Demand 

Tear;  (million  tons) 

1977  .  698 

1978  -  .  730 

1979  .  764 

1980  -  799 

1981  -  843 

1982  -  887 

1983  . 935 

1984  . 985 

1986  . 1,040 


e.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  au¬ 
thority  of  section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  as  follows 
("Coal  Availability  and  Demand:  Round  I 
and  II  Coal  Conversion  Candidates,"  August 
1976,  (hereafter  "Coal  Conversion  Study") ) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  . .  5.4 

1978  .  10.0 

1979  .  13.0 

1980  -  18.0 

1981  _ _  30  2 

1982  .  41.4 

1983  .  41.4 

1984  . 41.4 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  PEA**  "Availability  Study"  Identifies 
ooal  of  spedllc  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  UM  at  Mustang  1  and  2.  The  survey 
Is  based  on  data  ftom  81  mining  companies 


that  supplied  usMul  Information  on  96  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  those  companies 
Identified  planned  production  of  ooal  whkdi 
Is  not  now  committed  to  a  q>eelfle  buyer. 
Pbr  those  companies  which  did  not  reqmnd 
to  the  survey,  FRA  estimated  their  uneom- 
mltted  planned  production  based  on  their 
1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  powerplants.  PSA’s  "Coal  Conversion 
Study"  has  determined  that  pulverlsed-coal 
wet  bottom  units,  of  the  type  used  at  Mus¬ 
tang  1  and  3  will  be  able  to  bum  ooal  'of 
the  following  characteristics  and  comply 
all  applicable  air  pollution  cmitrol  require¬ 
ments: 


Btuls/lb.  _ «9, 900 

Moisture  (percent)  _  •  16 

Ash  (percent)  _  «20 

ViriatUe  (percent)  _  >16 

Ash  softening  temp.  (’F)  _ *3,300 

Sulfur  (approx.)  (percent)  .  »4. 7 

*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
powerplants.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

Tcor:  (tkouemnd  tons) 

1983  and  thereafter _ 334 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  The  FEA  “C^  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  ooal  of  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.3n.,  above.  Is  un¬ 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be 
potentially  available  to  Mustang  1  and  2  In 
a  nationwide  nuurket  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  32, 476 

W78  .  80,178 

19TO  . j .  170,964 

1980  . 200,866 

1981  . 343.690 

1982  .  266.739 

1983  .  373,967 

1984  .  332,834 


d.  National 'ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  plaimed  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C.. 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  Nd,  from  all  other  NoUces  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Phohlbltlon  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  PrxAilbltlon  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  the  authority  of  section  3(a)  of 
ESECA.  NaUonal  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  In  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above.  Is: 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  5, 400 

1978  . . 10,000 

1979  .  18.000 

1980  .  18,000 

1981  - . 20.300 

1982  . 41,400 

1983  .  41.400 

1984  .  41,400 


e.  Jtegional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.8a.,  above.  Is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  irlll  be  potentially  avaUable  to 
Mustang  1  and  3  (In  a  probable  regional 
supply/demand  relationship  related  to  the 
looatloa  ot  these  powerplants)  flrom  BOM 
Dlstrlets  7  through  16,  17.  18,  and  30,  as 
follows: 


Tear: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 
1988 
1984 


Production 
(thousand  tons) 

.  33, 639 

.  64.909 

. 116,367 

— .  186.036 

.  164,946 

.  178.938 

.  186,731 

.  226.694 


f.  Segional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characterietle  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  7  through  16,  17.  18.  and  30  expected 
to  result  from  this  NOI.  from  aU  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  undw  the  au¬ 
thority  of  section  3(a)  of  ESECA.  This  poten¬ 
tial  regional  detruurd  Is  estimated  in  FEA's 
"Coal  Conversion  Study"  as  follows: 


Year: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 
1983 

1983 

1984 


Demand 
(fhoitsand  tons) 

.  1,766 

.  8,674 

.  6. 070 

.  8. 681 

. 10,406 

. 11,166 

. 11,156 

. 11,156 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prOhiMtion  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  tor  coal  from  BOM 
DlstrlcU  7  through  16,  17.  18,  and  20  with 
a  8.31-4.71  percent  sulftir  content  (which  In¬ 
cludes  the  4.7  percent  tnaTtwinm  sulfur  con¬ 
tent  described  in  paragraph  A.3.a.,  above) 
resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  No¬ 
tices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohibition  Orders 
to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition 
Orders  Issued  to  date  undOT  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  estimated  In  FEA’s. 
"Coal  Conversion  Study”  as  folloira: 


Demand 
(thousand  tonst 
percent  sulfur 


Tear;  2Jlto4.71 

1977  . 0 

1978  .  0 

1979  .  26 

1980  . 78 

1981  .  78 

1982  _ _ 8,  421 

1983  .  3,421 

W84  . . . 3.  421 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coed 
stated  In  paragraph  A.3A..  above,  with  the 
characteristics  dSacrlbed  In  paragraph  A.3.a.. 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESECA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur  charac¬ 
teristic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  ^SA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilisation  ot  ooal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures, 
and  none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  at¬ 
tention. 

6.  Conclusion.  PEA’s  "AvaUabUlty  Study" 
has  Identified  natlorudly  and  In  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  7  through  16,  17.  18  and  30 
uncommitted  coal  production  that  nreets 
the  requirements  ot  Mustang  1  and  3  as 
described  In  paragraph  AA.a.,  above.  FBA 
proposes  to  find  that  this  imoommltted  coal 
exists  In  amounts  sulBolent  In  any  year  to 
meet  the  estimated  additional  dem»n<i  toe 
ooal.  both  nationally  and  from  these  Dta- 
tiicU,  resulting  from  this  NOI  from  all  other 
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NOTICES 


Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding 
Prohibition  Orders  Issu^  to  date  under 
authority  of  Section  2(a)  of  ESEOA. 

Coal  for  Mustang  1  and  2  will  protiably 
be  bought  from  producers  according  to  re¬ 
gional  supply /demand  relationships  related 
to  the  powerplants’  locations  from  BOM 
Districts  7  through  15,  17.  18  and  20.  PEA 
observes,  however,  that  these  powerplants 
could  purchase  cosd  In  other  markets  as 
siich  production  becomes  available.  (“The 
Feasibility  of  Considering  E:q>anded  Use  of 
Western  -Coed  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
UtUitles  in  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond," 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  November  7.  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation — 1.  Location  of 
powerplants  and  coal  suppljf.  Based  on  an 
FEA  study,  “Utility  Analy^  of  Coal  Trans¬ 
portation  Availability,**  November  1976, 
(hereaftM’  *‘Tran8portatlon  Availability 
Stiidy”),  cofd  for  Mustang  1  and  2  would 
probably  come  tnm  BOM  District  20  as 
both  the  primary  and  alternate  source  of 
supply.  While  this  supply  area  is  the  nearest 
available  potential  source  able  to  supfdy 
complying  coal  to  these  powerplants,  com¬ 
plying  coal  can  be  transferred  by  raU  from 
other  identified  sources  within  the  United 
States.  The  analysis  of  tran^>ortatlon  avail¬ 
ability  Is  based  on  the  most  likely  route  as 
well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  tranq>ortation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  A  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  for  Mustang  1  and  2 
would  originate  in  District  20  on  the  Denver 
and  Bio  Grande  Western  (DkBGW)  Ball- 
road  taking  the  coal  to  Pueblo,  Colorado, 
(coal  Is  trucked  front  the  mine  site  to  the 
originating  point  at  Sattna,  Utah),  taking 
the '  Colorado  and  Southern  (Burlington 
Lines)  to  IMxela.  Texas,  taking  Fbrt  Worth 
h  Dallas  to  Amarillo,  Texas,  and  taking  the 
Chicago,  Sock  Island  A  Paollle  (CRIAP)  to 
the  idants.  The  total  distance  Is  approx¬ 
imately  1,100  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District 
20  would  involve  originating  coal  on  the 
D&BGW  to  Pueblo,  Colorado,  and  taking 
the  Atchison,  Topeka,  and  Santa  Fe  via 
Newton.  Kansas  and  Wichita,  Kansas  to  the 
plants. 

Another  alternate  route  from  the  alternate 
supply  would  be  to  originate  coal  from  BOM 
INstrict  20  on  the  DftSOW  to  Denver, 
Colorado,  taking  the  CRI&P  to  the  {dants, 
via  Kansas  City,  Kansas. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  DAROW. 
the  expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  for 
Mustang  1  and  2,  has  approximately  2,500 
hopper  cars  with  an  estimated  average  ca- 
parity  of  90  tons.  Using  an  average  number 
of  deliveries  of  20  per  year  per  90-ton  car. 
the  DAROW  may  need  as  many  as  180 
additional  cars  to  handle  the  increased  de¬ 
mand  from  Mustang  1  and  2.  This  estimate 
assiimes  that  the  railroad  would  neither 
have  excess  originating  capacity  nm'  obtain 
ears  from  other  carriers  In  the  originating 
vicinity. 

Only  about  1  percent  of  the  hopper  fleet 
is  in  heavy  bad  order  and  retirement  rates 
through  1985  are  expected  to  average  i4>- 
proximately  S  percent  per  year.  The  DABGW 
indicated  that  it  is  willing  to  acquire  any 
needed  capacity  Involved  in  shipment  to 
Mustang  1  and  2  and  that  It  would  modify 
Its  eiq>anslon  plans  with  demand  conditions. 
The  railroad  also  Indicated  that  its  carrying 
capacity  could  be  expanded  as  quickly  as 
the  utility  prqjwrea  to  bum  coal. 

FEAh  “Transportation  AvaUabmty  Study" 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be 
no  major  constraints  In  transporting  coal. 
The  study  examined  existing  rail  transpor¬ 


tation  car  capacity,  water  tranqxxtatlon 
ciq>actty.  Including  unloading  docks,  where 
iq>pUcalrie,  and  took  into  account  projections 
mitrf#.  by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated 
demand  for  all  types  of  tranaportatlon  fa¬ 
cilities  assuming  aU  powerplants  studied 
were  to  receive  orders  under  section  2  (a) 
of  ESECA. 

The  DARGW  Indicated  that  transportation 
facilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM 
District  20  served  by  the  DA^W  arc  In  sat¬ 
isfactory  (qjeratlng  condition  and  that  load¬ 
ing  facilities  could  handle  the  required  coal 
vedumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  it  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  car¬ 
rying  coal  for  any  alternate  ot  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  The  primary  and  alternate  destina¬ 
tion  carrier  for  Mustang  1  and  2  is  the  Chi¬ 
cago,  Bock  Island  A  Pacific  (CRIAP)  Rail¬ 
road.  This  company’s  JiudsdicUon  inclvKles 
tracks  to  the  plant.  They  presently  make 
nop-coal  deliveries  to  the  plant. 

CBdahoma  Gas  and  Electric  Con^Mmy  has 
informed  FEA  that  Mustang  1  and  2  were 
designed  to  bum  natural  gas  with  coal  as  a 
standby  fuel.  The  existing  trackagw  to  the 
site  was  not  Intended  to  tumdle  coal  quan¬ 
tities  of  the  magnitude  projected  after  con¬ 
version.  TT^t  curves  and  loose  ties  have 
caused  several  derailments  In  the  past.  To 
deliver  the  required  cool  qiuuvtities.  the 
utility  indicated  that  new  q;>ur  trackage  to 
the  plant  would  have  to  be  constructed.  The 
CRIAP  concurred  with  this  assessment  and 
indicated  that  an  engineering  study  would 
be  necessary  to  determine  the  best  routing  of 
a  new  track  to  the  plant.  Two  possibilities 
included  building  a  half-mile  spiir  over  the 
existing  railroad  bed,  or  building  a  spur  frtnn 
a  new  track  section  recently  built  to  the  west 
of  the  plant. 

The  Mustang  plant  currently  has  minimal 
coal  unloading  ciqiabillty.  This  consists  of  a 
hopper  diunp/conveyor  system  for  small  car 
deliveries  and  a  railroad  mounted  unloading 
crane  capable  of  handling  one  40  or  50  ton 
car  per  ho\ir.  The  utility  r^>orted  that  new 
unloading  facilities  would  have  to  be  con- 


See  line  2,  sttachment  1. 

5.  The  proposed  changes  In  Table  1,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  information  available 
to  FEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  12E-2  dated  October  18,  1976)  at 
the  time  this  NOI  Is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
Into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  indicated  effective  date,  but  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  In  such  event,  with  minor  modi¬ 
fications  to  the  projected  schedule  of  changes 
contained  in  Table  1.  gross  capacity  In  the 
dispatching  system  wonld  not  be  slgnlflcantly 
affected  during  the  period  required  for  con¬ 
version  of  Mustang  1  and  2. 

FEA  assumes  outages  for  conversion  at 
those  tlnoes  that  are  optimally  suited.  In 
terms  of  forecast  peak  load  periods,  to  main¬ 
tain  reliability  of  service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatchiiag 
system.  1.  A  forecast  of  the  peak  load  for  the 
dispatching  system  during  the  period  In 
which  Mustang  1  and  2  would  Implement  a 
Prohibition  Order  Is  as  Indicated  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1. 


stmeted  to  handle  the  required  tonnage  us¬ 
ing  90  ton  can. 

None  of  the  required  conatmetion  of  track 
or  unloading  facilities  is  either  currently 
underway  or  planned.  While  there  Is  no  phy¬ 
sical  reason  to  preclude  coal  transportation 
to  Mustang  1  and  2.  It  will  be  necessary  to 
construct  new  trackage  and  unloading  facili¬ 
ties  before  the  required  tonnages  can  be  de¬ 
livered.  It  is  expected  that  this  new  con¬ 
struction  can  be  accomplished  prior  to  the 
effective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  deliv¬ 
ery  of  coal  to  Mustang  1  and  2. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect 
since  no  significant  constraints  to  coal  de¬ 
livery  over  the  primary  route  to  Mustang  1 
and  2  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes 
are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  their  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  win  not  impair  the  reli- 
dbWty  of  service  In  the  area  served  by  the 
affected  powerplants.  Based  on  an  analysis 
of  the  Information  submitted  to  FEA  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  and  after  c(m- 
sultatlon  with  the  Federal  Power  Commls- 
sl<m,  RA  proposes  to  find  that  the  issuance 
of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Mustang  1  and  2 
will  not  impair  the  reliability  of  service  In  the 
area  swved  by  these  powerplants.  This  pro¬ 
posed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and  inter¬ 
pretations  stated  below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 

1.  The  Mustang  Generating  Station  is  owned 
by  OGAE,  which  Is  a  member  of  the  South¬ 
west  Power  Pool  Regional  Electric  Reliability 
Council. 

2.  The  term  “dispatching  system’’  as  used 
In  the  proposed  finding  means  OGAE. 

3.  The  gross  capacity,  as  of  Septonber  1976, 
of  all  dh^atching  system  powerplants  was 
3,325  MW.  (See  line  1,  attachment  1.) 

4.  Proposed  changes  up  to  the  period  In 
which  Mustang  1  and  2  would  Implement  a 
Prohibition  Order  will  result  In  the  gross 
capacity  Indicated  on  line  3  of  attachment 
1  because  of  the  fcdlowlng  changes  In  the 
dl^atchlng  system  listed  In  Table  1 : 


2.  The  forecast  peak  load  has  been  com¬ 
pared  with  the  pefUc  load  In  a  previous 
similar  pwlod.  ’The  annual  peak  load  growth 
rate  for  these  forecasts  is  7.7  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages  for 
normal  maintenance  during  the  period  In 
which  Mustang  1  and  2  may  be  Implementing 
a  Prohibition  Order,  may  result  In  some  loss 
of  capacity  which  Is  expected  to  be  as  In¬ 
dicated  on  line  4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  2  months  for 
each  powerplant  Is  estimated  to  be  required 
to  make  modifications.  Installations,  or  other 
physical  adjustments  resqulred  by  a  Prohi- 
Utlon  Order  should  It  beconte  effective.  ’The 
powerplants  may  be  less  than  fully  dq>end- 
abls  during  the  period  of  on-Une  testing  and 
adjustment  following  such  modifications. 
’This  period  Is  not  expected  to  exceed  30  days. 
’To  take  advantage  of  the  maximum  reserve 
capacity,  these  projected  outages  are  most 
likely  to  occur  during  the  year  1982.  The 
potential  loss  of  ciq>aclty  from  a  combined 


Table  1 


Powerplant  designatiea 

Fuel 

Type  of  change 

Capseity 

change 

(megawatts) 

Efleetive 

date 

..  Coal . 

....  Add . 

...  -1-572 

Feb.  1977. 

kfoskoim  5 . 

. do . . 

. Add . 

...  -1-572 

Feb.  1978. 

_ diL . 

_ Add . 

...  •f5S7 

Feb.  197*. 

Sooner  2 . 

_ Add . 

...  -1-547 

Feb.  USa 

Totals:  Added 

-f2.278 
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ENER6Y  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  COORDINATION  ACT 
IniMitioii  To  IssiM  prohibition  Orders  to  Certain  Powwrplants 

The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (mA)  hereby  gives  notice  Its  Intentkm 
to  lasue  a  ProhSaltlon  Order,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  by  section  2(a) 
onrf  (b)  of  the  Energy  Supply  and  Environ  mental  Comd  in  talon  Act  of  1974,  as 
amended  (ESECA),  and  Chapter  10,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (10  (TFR),  Parts 
303  and  305  to  the  following  powerplant: 


Docket 

No. 

Owner 

Oeneratiiii:  Motion 

Power- 

plant  Location 

No. 

OFU-ISO 

IntersUte  Power  Co . 

..  Foi  Lokr . 

3  Sberbnrn,  Minn. 

outage  of  Mustang  1  and  2  would  bo  i^proa- 
Imately  146  MW  (line  7.  attachment  1).  This 
repreaents  the  maximum  potential  loss  due 
to  outages  at  these  powerplants,  but  It  Is 
expected  that  Mustang  1  and  2  will  be  Imple¬ 
menting  a  ProhlblUon  Order  at  different 
times.  This  maximum  potential  loss  of  146 
MW  Is  Included  In  the  total  outages  indi¬ 
cated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1.  (The  as¬ 
sumed  ctmverslon  period  spedfled  on  attach¬ 
ment  1  is  shown  for  the  purpose  of  Illustra¬ 
tion  only.) 

3.  Maximum  projscted  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system  Include  normal  scheduled 
maintenance  for  all  power  plants  (line  4  of 
attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  conversion 
(line  6  of  attachment  1)  for  those  power- 
plants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibition 
Orders.  Maximum  projected  outages  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  as  Indicated  on  line  6  of  attach¬ 
ment  1,  thereby  reducing  the  gross  c^iaclty 
and  resulting  In  a  net  dependable  capacity 
for  the  dlspatdilng  S3r8tem. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  fmregoing 
Information,  the  net  dependable  capacity  for 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  time 
of  Implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  Indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

3.  Comparison  of  this  net  dependable  ca¬ 
pacity  to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on 
line  8  of  attachment  1  indicates  that  the  re¬ 
serve  capacity  shown  on  line  10  of  attach¬ 
ment  1  would  exist  for  the  dispatching 
system. 

3.  Comparison  of  the  reserve  capacity  to 
the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1  results  In  a  reserve  margin  as 
Indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as 
contrasted  with  a  reserve  margin  as  indicated 
on  line  12  of  attachment  1  If  no  units  were 
removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders). 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  con¬ 
siders  this  to  be  an  acceptable  reserve  margin 
taking  Into  consideraUon  the  geographical 
location  of  Mustang  1  and  2. 

6.  At  the  cmnpletlon  of  the  conversion 
there  will  be  a  net  1.9  MW  derating  of 
Mustang  1  and  2  as  a  result  of  using  coal 
as  their  primary  energy  source. 

K.  Conclusion.  If  dJspatchlng  system  con¬ 
ditions,  Including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Mustang  1  and  3,  are  as  presently  fmecast 
during  the  time  required  to  Implement  a 
Pn^bltlon  Order  by  Mustang  1  and  2,  there 
will  be  no  Impairment  of  reliability  of  service 
within  the  meaning  of  ESXCA  in  the  area 
served  by  OOAE  or  in  the  dispatching  system 
as  a  result  of  the  Order. 

Oklahoma  Oas  and  Ih.xcniTC  Company 
Mustang 

ASSUMED  CONVXaSION  PXUOD6,  MAKCH  1- 
Apan.  30,  i»s2 

.  Megawatt 
capacity 


1.  Gross  capacity  as  of  September  1, 

1976  .  3,  326 

2.  Added  capacity _ 2, 278 

3.  Gross  capacity _ 6,603 

4.  Scheduled  outages  for  mainte¬ 

nance  _  687 

6.  Projected  outages  due  to  prohibi¬ 
tion  orders _  146 

6.  Maximum  projected  outages  due  to 

maintenance  and  prohibition  'or¬ 
ders  (line  4  plus  line  5) _  832 

7.  Unit  outage _  146 

8.  Peak  load  spring  1983 _ 2, 663 

9.  New  dependable  ciqiaclty _ 4, 771 

10.  Reserve  capacity _ 2, 118 

11.  Reserve  margin  percent  (mainte¬ 

nance  and  prohibition  orders _ 79.88 

12.  Reserve  margin  percent  (mainte¬ 

nance  only) _  86.3 
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FEA  hereby  also  gives  notice  of  the 
oniortunity  for  oral  and  written  pres- 
entati(Hi  of  data,  views,  and  arguments 
by  interested  persons  regarding  this  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Order. 

The  pn^iosed  wder  would  prohibit  the 
above-named  powerplant  from  burning 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as 
their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Pndilbition 
Order  to  a  powerplant,  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  and  10  CFR  303.36(b)  and  305.3 
(b)  require  that  FEA  find  the  powerplant 
had  the  capability  and  necessary  plant 
equipment  to  bum  coed  as  of  June  22. 
1974.  A  I^ohibition  Ordor  may  not  be 
Issued  unless  FEA  can  find  that  the  Pro¬ 
hibition  of  the  utilization  of  natural  gas 
or  petroleum  products  as  a  primary 
energy  source  is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA,  that 
coal  and  coal  transp<n:tation  facilities 
will  be  available  during  the  period  the 
Prohibition  Order  will  be  in  effect,  and 
that  the  prohibition  will  not  impair  the 
reliability  of  service  in  the  area  served 
by  the  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  find¬ 
ings,  as  well  as  its  pn^xised  conclusions 
and  rationale  with  respect  to  these  find¬ 
ings,  for  each  powerplant  are  set  out  in 
the  Appendix  to  this  notice.  These  find¬ 
ings,  conclusions  and  rationale  may  be 
amended  as  a  result  of  comments  re¬ 
ceived  by  FSA  pursuant  to  this  notice 
and  other  informatiem  available  to  FEIA. 
The  findings,  conclusions  and  rationale 
will  be  Included,  with  any  amendments, 
for  each  Prohibition  Order  that  is  issued. 

Up(xi  completion  of  the  proceedings 
described  in  this  notice,  FEIA  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order  to  the 
above-named  powerplant.  This  Prohlbi- 
ti(Xi  Order  will  not  b^ome  effective,  how¬ 
ever,  until  (1)  either  (a)  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  notifies  the  FEA,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  section  119(d)(1)(B)  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act,  that  the  powendant  is 
able  to  bum  coal  and  to  comply  with  all 
applicable  air  pcdlution  control  require¬ 
ments  without  a  compliance  date  ex¬ 
tension  under  section  119(c)  of  such  Act, 
or  (b)  if  such  notification  is  not  given  by 
EPA,  the  date  that  the  Administrator  oi 
EPA  certifies,  pursuant  to  section  119(d) 
(1)  (B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  is  the  earli¬ 
est  date  that  the  powerplant  will  be  able 
to  comply  with  all  applicable  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control  requirements  of  section  119 
of  that  Act,  and  (2)  FEA  has  (xmsidered 
the  envirtmmental  impact  (ff  the  order, 
pursuant  to  10  CFR  208.3(a)  (4)  and 
305J),  and  has  served  the  affected  power- 
plant  with  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness,  as 
provided  in  10  CFR  303.10(b),  303.37 (b) 
and  305.7.  The  date  the  Prohibition 


Order  will  be  effective  will  be  stated  in 
the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

10  (TFR  305.9  requires  that,  prior  to  the 
issuance  ol  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  to  a 
powerplant,  FEA  shall  perform  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
issuance  of  such  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

That  analysis  shall  result  in  either  ( 1 ) 
issuance  of  a  declaration  that  the  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  will  not.  if  made  effective 
by  issuance  ol  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness, 
be  likely  to  have  a  significant  impact  on 
the  quality  of  the  human  environment, 
or  (2)  the  preparation  by  FE:a  of  an  en- 
vinxunental  impact  statement  covering 
significant  site-specific  impacts  that  are 
likely  to  result  from  the  Pirrfiibition 
Order  and  that  have  not  been  adequately 
addressed  in  the  final  Sbivironmental 
Statement  (FES  75-1,  dated  April  25, 
1975)  (H*  in  other  facial  documents  made 
publicly  available.  If  FEA  prepares  an 
environmental  impact  statement  cover¬ 
ing  significant  site-specific  impcu:ts  re¬ 
sulting  from  a  PnMbition  Order,  the 
statement  shall  be  prepared  and  pub¬ 
lished  for  commit  in  accordance  with 
section  102(2)  (C)  of  the  Nati(mal  Envi- 
ixmmental  Policy  Act  eff  1969  prior  to  is¬ 
suance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness.  Inter¬ 
ested  pers(ms  may  request  a  public  hear¬ 
ing  pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  to  com¬ 
ment  on  the  cemtents  of  a  draft  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statemenL  With  respect 
to  comments  regardhig  any  impcu:t  on  air 
quality  that  might  result  from  a  proposed 
Pn^bitiem  Order,  however,  it  should  be 
recognized  that  ESECA  has  assigned  to 
EPA  the  primary  responsibility  for  an- 
aljrzing  the  effect  of  any  such  order  on 
the. Nation's  air  quality  and  for  deter¬ 
mining  the  applicable  air  pollution  con¬ 
trol  requirements  that  apply  to  the  pow¬ 
erplant  that  has  been  israed  an  order.  It 
is  expected  that,  in  almost  every  case,  a 
powerplant  to  which  a  Prohibition  Order 
is  issued  wiU  be  eligible  to  apply  to  EPA 
for  a  compliance  date  extension.  In  con¬ 
nection  with  that  applicatlcm.  EPA  must 
also  provide  an  opportunity  for  written 
comment  and  oral  presentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments  by  interested  per¬ 
sons.  Enclosed  arith  the  Notice  of  Effec¬ 
tiveness  may  be  a  compliance  reporting 
schedule  to  insure  that  the  powerplant 
will  be  able  to  cmnply  with  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  of  the  burning  of  natural  gas  ov 
petroleum  products  as  a  primary  energy 
source  on  the  effective  date  specified  in 
the  Notice  of  Effectiveness. 

Public  comment  on  the  proposal  to  is¬ 
sue  a  Pnrfiibition  Order  to  the  power- 
plant  listed  above  is  invited  in  the  form 
of  written  and  oral  imsentation  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments.  Comments  should 
relate  to  the  individual  docket  numbers 
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and  should  make  dear  to  which  docket 
number  the  Individual  comment  is 
addressed. 

Comments  should  address  (1)  the  ade¬ 
quacy  and  validity  oi  eadi  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  conclusions  and 
rationale  in  support  of  these  findings, 
(2)  the  environmental  Impact  of  the 
issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order,  includ¬ 
ing  any  site-specific  environmental  im¬ 
pacts,  and  (3)  any  other  aspects  or 
impacts  of  the  proposed  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  believed  to  be  relevant. 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  303.173  (c)  and 
(d) ,  FEA  hereby  annoimces  that  a  public 
hearing  to  receive  oral  presentation  of 
data,  views,  and  arguments  of  interested 
persons  will  be  held  beginning  at  9:00 
am.  on  May  23  and  24, 1977, 219  S.  Dear¬ 
born  Street,  Room  1903,  at'  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois  60604.  Any  person  who  has  an  inter¬ 
est  in  the  subject  of  the  hearing  or  who 
is  a  representative  of  a  group  or  class  ot 
persons  which  has  an  interest  in  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  hearing  may  make  a  written 
request  or  a  verbal  request,  if  confirmed 
in  writing,  for  an  opptxtunity  to  make 
an  oral  presentatim.  That  request  should 
be  directed  to  Oeorge  Evans,  Region  V, 
Federal  OfiOce  Building,  175  West  Jack- 
son  Boulevard,  Chicago,  Illinois  60604, 
(312  )  886-5168.  The  request  should  be 
received  before  4:30  pm.,  Monday,  May 
16, 1977.  The  request  should  describe  the 
person’s  interest  in  the  iBsue(s)  involved; 
if  appropriate  it  should  state  why  the 
person  is  an  appropriate  representative 
of  the  group  or  class  of  persons  which  has 
such  an  interest;  it  should  give  a  concise 
summary  ot  the  proposed  oral  presenta¬ 
tion  and  a  phone  number  where  the  per¬ 
son  may  be  contacted  through  May  20, 
1977.  Speakers  will  be  contacted  by  an 
FEA  representative  before  4:30  pm., 
Wednesday,  May  18,  1977.  and  should 
submit  ten  (10)  copies  of  their  oral 
presentation  to  be  made  at  the  hearing, 
if  possible,  unless  such  presentation  is 
less  than  five  (5)  pages,  in  which  case 
only  one  copy  is  required  to  N.  Allen  An¬ 
derson,  Regional  Administrator,  Federal 
Energy  Administration,  Federal  Office 
Building,  175  West  Jackson  Boulevard, 
Room  A-333,  Chicago,  Illinois  60604,  be¬ 
fore  4:30  pm.,  Friday,  May  20.  1977. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views,  and 
arguments  should  be  contained  in  a 
written  submission  In  support  of  the 
oral  presentation.  The  oral  presentation 
itself  should  be  a  summary  of  those  writ¬ 
ten  comments. 

While  JEA  win  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire  to 
si)eak,  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at  the 
hearing,  to  schedule  their  reflective 
presentations  and  to  establish  the  proce¬ 
dures  governing  the  conduct  of  the 
hearing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to 
each  presentation  may  be  llmtted  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  persons  request¬ 
ing  to  be  heard.  The  ^A  win  prepare 
an  agenda  ttiat  shaU  provide,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  possible,  for  the  presentation  of  idl 
relevant  data,  views,  and  argumuits. 

An  FEA  official  wfll  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  whldi  wfll  not  be 
a  judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  Dur¬ 


ing  oral  presentations  only  those  con¬ 
ducting  the  hearing  may  ask  questions. 
There  win  be  no  croes-ezamlnatlon.  At 
the  conclusion  oi  all  inlttal  oral  preaen- 
tations,  each  pnson  vdio  has  made  an 
oral  statement  wlU  be  given  the  opportu¬ 
nity,  if  he  or  she  so  desires,  to  make  a 
rebuttal  statement.  The  rdtHittal  state¬ 
ments  win  be  given  in  the  order  in  which 
the  initial  statements  were  made  and  wfll 
be  subject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  officer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an 
oral  presentation.  The  presiding  officer 
will  determine  whether  to  ask  questions, 
having  first  determined  whether  the 
questions  are  relevant,  and  vdxether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  the  hearing  will 
be  annoimced  by  the  presiding  officer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  wlU  be 
made  and  it,  together  with  any  written 
comments  sutoiitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEA  and 
made  available  for  inspection  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  public  reading  room  located  in 
Room  2107,  Federal  Building,  12th  b 
Pennsylvania  Avenue.  N.W.,  Washington. 
D.C.  20461,  and  the  FEA  R^onal  Office, 
Federal  Office  Building,  175  West  Jack- 
son  Boulevard,  Chicago,  Illinois  60604, 
between  the  hours  of  8  ajn.  and  4:30 
pm..  Monday  through  Friday.  Anyone 
may  purchase  a  copy  of  the  transcript 
from  the  reporter. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  cmisisting  of  data, 
views,  or  arguments  with  respect  to  this 
pr(Hx>sed  Prohibiticm  Order  to  Executive 
Communications.  Federal  Energy  Ad¬ 
ministration.  Box  MC,  Room  3309,  Fed- 
^al  Building,  12th  and  Pennsylvania 
Avenue,  NW..  Washington.  D.C.  20461. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub¬ 
mitted  to  FEA  Executive  Communica¬ 
tions  should  be  identified  on  the  outside 
of  the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 
the  designation  ‘Tn^Kjeed  Prohibition 
Order  for  the  Fox  Lake  Powerplant.” 
Fifteen  copies  should  be  submitted. 

All  written  commits  received  by  4:30 
pm..  Monday,  May  30. 1977,  all  oral  pres¬ 
entations,  and  all  other  rdevant  Infor¬ 
mation  submitted  to  or  otherwise  avail- 


Any  inlormatiaQ  or  data  considered  to 
be  confldentla]  by  the  person  fumtehing 
It  must  be  so  identified  and  submitted  in 
writing,  one  copy  only.  The  FEA  reserves 
the  rlfidit  to  determine  the  confidentlsd 
status  of  the  Information  or  data  and  to 
treat  In  in  accordance  with  that  deter¬ 
mination. 

CoiHes  of  the  regulations  imrflttnwit- 
ing  section  2(a)  and  (b>  of  ESBCA  (10 
CFR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  ai^iUable 
from  the  following  FEIA  Regional  Offices: 
Bxgion,  Abdrus,  akb  Phoms 

I — ^Robert  Mitchell,  Region  Administrator, 
150  Causeway  St.,  room  700,  Boston,  Mass. 
02114;  617-228-3701. 

n — ^Alfred  Kleinfeld,  Regional  Administrator, 
26  Federal  Plaza,  ro(»n  3206,  New  York,  N.T. 
10007;  212-264-1021. 

m — J.  A.  LaSala,  Regional  Administrator, 
1421  Cherry  St.,  rocnn  1001,  PhUadelphia, 
Pa.  10102;  215-597-3390. 
rv — ^Donald  Allen,  Regional  Administrator, 
1655  Peachtree  St.  NE.,  8th  Floor,  Atlanta, 
Oa.  30309;  404-526-2837. 

V —  ^N.  Allen  Andersen,  Regional  Admlnistra- 
t(w.  Federal  Office  Bldg.,  175  West  Jackson 
Blvd.,  room  A-333,  Chicago,  HI.  60604;  312- 
353-0640. 

VI —  Delbert  Fowler,  Regional  Administrator, 
Post  Office  Box  35228,  2626  West  Mocking¬ 
bird  Lane,  Dallas,  Tex.  75235;  214-749-7345. 

vn — ^NM  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1150  Orand  Ave.,  Kansas  City,  Mo.  64106; 
816-374-2061. 

Vin — Dudley  Faver,  Regional  Administrator. 
Post  Office  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch.  1075 
South  Tuk<m  St.,  Lakewood,  Colo.  80226; 
303-234-2420. 

IX —  ^William  Amtz,  Regional  Administrator, 
111  Pine  St.,  San  Francisco,  Calif.  94111; 
416-656-7216. 

X —  Jack  B.  Robertson.  Regional  Admlnlstra* 
tor.  1992  Federal  Bldg.,  916  Second  Are., 
SeatUe,  Wash.  98174;  206-442-7280. 

Any  questions  regarding  this  Notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  FEA  National 
Office  as  follows:  Fed^al  Energy  Admin¬ 
istration,  Code  OFU  (Prohibition  Order: 

- Powerplant).  Washington.  DO. 

20461,  (202)  566-7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Envlronn.cntal  Coordl- 
natk»  Act  ot  1974  (15  VA.C.  791  et  seq.),  as 
amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  Energy 
Administration  Act  of  1974  (15  XJ.B.C.  761 
et  seq.),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-385;  E.O. 
11790  (39  FR  23185).) 

Issued  in  Washington.  D.C.,  April  25, 
1977. 


ame  to  FEA  will  be  considered  by  NIA 
prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order. 


E^ic  J.  Ftgi, 
AcUng  Geneml  Counsel, 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 


Appxwdix — PaopoasD  Fmamoa  axo  Batiomalk  for  Noticx  or  Intention  To  Issue  a 

PaoiiiBinuN  Oedeb 


ESECA  and  the  FEA  ragnlatlons  require  FEA  to  make  certain  flndinga  befcwe  iaaulng  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA'E  pct^Msed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  reflect 
to  the  powerplant  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  concJualona  are  also  set  forth. 


Rocket 

Ne. 

Owner 

Oenerstinx  station 

Unit  Locstion 

No. 

OFU-160 

ynftrttet*  Pow«r  Co . . 

3  Sharbom,  Mina. 

These  findings  which  are  now  propoeed 
by  FEA.  are  besed  on  the  InlonnatlOQ  that 
has  beox  provldad  to  and  dseelopad  by  FEA 
prior  to  tha  lasaanee  of  this  Notloe  of  Zn- 
tentkm  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Frohlhltlon  Order. 

Interstate  Power  Company  shall  he  tefsired 
to  as  toe  "utOI^  and  as  -Intenitato". 


X.  Capability  and  necessary  pimnt  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  FEA  propoass  to  find  that 
on  June  22.  1974.  Powerplant  Number  8  at 
Foa  Lake  Generating  Station  (Foe  fnire  8) 
had  the  capability  and  neoaaury  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  ootU.  Thla  proposed  finding  Is 
based  on  toe  facts  and  interpretations  stated 
below: 
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TntwitatiT  tn  Inlocxnatloix  fllMl  wiUi 
dated  July  10.  197f.  Imdlcated  that 
thla  powpiaat  kad  la  fUem  on.  Jose  32. 
1374.  a  boOes ,  fbal  «aa  capaMa  at  bunifnc 
coaL  Tha  bnflar  had  baan  daiiUnarf  and  oon* 
structed  or  to  bum  ooal  aa  tta  prl- 

nmcj  energy  aource.  notwttbstandlag  the  thct 
on  June  22.  1071.  tbe  powerplant  may 
not  baTe  b— "  burntng  coal  aa  Ita  primary 
energy  aourca. 

B.  yrs  3  fa  prasently  burning  coal 

as  ita  primary  energy  source.  Tbenfore. 
propoaea  to  find  *****  Vtox  Tala  2  baa  tba 
necessary  plant  ecjulpment  and  thfTTItles  as¬ 
sociated  with  tha  burning  of  coal. 

C.  Within  tha  meaning  at  TOMCA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
this  powerplant  bad  the  capabOlty  and  neoea 
sary  plant  eqiUpmcnt  to  bum  ooal  as  of 
June  22.  1974. 

H.  rite  bumlmg  o/  cool  <n  Bes  of  matural 
gaa  or  petroleum,  products  is  psucOcaNts  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  KSKTA.  FE& 
propoaea  to  find  that  the  bumlag  ooal  at 
Fox  3  in  lieu  of  petroleum  products  or 
natural  gas  is  practlcalde  and  ooaatatent 
with  tbe  purposaa  of  ECTCA,  'Rils  llninfng  is 
based  on  the  IScts  interpretsttona  stated 
below: 

A.  rhs  burmfap  of  eoml  is  praaticahlm — L. 
Costs  aunriattid  wtth,  burniag  cosf  a.  CapU 
tat  investment  costs.  Blnoa  Vbe  Lake  2  fa 
currently  burning  coal  as  ita  prhnary  energy 
source.  FEA  propoaea  to  find  that  Pbe.  Lake 
3  has  acquired  or  modined  ttie  equipment 
and  fadliUea  aeceaaary  for  the  burning  of 
coal  aa  Its  primary  *"^*gy  aonxee.  and  such 
actions  were  not  undertakam  as  a  result  of 
(or  la  aCi  the  taauanra  of  a 

Prohibition '  Order.  ThMS  arqfnlsItTfms  or 
either  qc  ahoohl  lai- 

clude  thoea  necaaaary  fbr  corapUanoa  wUh 
tbe  rsqulseBaeuta  of  tbe  Clean  Alx  Act. 

b.  operatiBg  and  eudafeaaace 

coate.  FXA  piopoBsa  to  had  theA  tfaara  aca  no 
apparent  algaifleant  lartaasiw  to  oparatteg 
and  malntenaaea  coato  that  would  result 
from  tbe  contlaaiart  tnsratag  of  coal  by  Fee 
Lake  3. 

e.  Fuel  costs.  Tbe  attemeto  fual  which 
couU  be  used  by  Foe  Laka  b  le  aatural  gaa. 
Hoveear.  baaed  oa  latneteehnn  nhtalnad 
from  tha  Fedaral  Powwr  Cnmmlaainai  and 
froua  Interstate.  F*A  baa  dateastenad  that 
Fos  Lake  3  aheald  aonttoua  to  eeparteaea  a 
sahatantial  iiiilatfaaaat  oi  amp  tutasa  aup- 
ply  of  aetarat  gate  FSA.  thmafnae^  peopoaaa 
to  And  thotFaa  laka  »  wtti  coMtoauB  to  bum 
coal  aa  tta  prleaary  ewegy  aamna  edtb  ao 
Incteaae  to  fast  ooste  aa  a  naedt  od  a  tow- 
hUdtlaB 

4.  Tatel 

that  there  artil  be  na 
Incurred,  at  Fox  1  aka  h  aa  a  leaedt  od  an 
order  which  tha  burning  of  aataeal 

gaa  or  petreteuai  produete. 

2.  faaiiiaaWnaraa  nf  aaata  ranatrltilar  ttrr 
fact  that  FEA  baa  datacaalaad  that  Fha  Lake 
3  coatlnne  to  aapaslaaoe  a  eurtail- 

mant  of  tta  tetaenate  fuai.  aatutai  gaa.  aa 
waU  aa  tbe  toet  that  tha  utility  haaaattetsad 

.ssxd  fi 


3  ms  baaed  onan  aaalyha  of  tba  flnarv- 
clal  capability  oC  the  uunsy  to  aasuma  such 
capital  ineeetmaat  eoeta  as  wdl  sa  nag  sd- 
ditionsl  <q^srsflng  and  aaafntsnanoa  oaate. 
«— ~*****«*  with  tha  huralng  cd  oeaL 
FEA.  thssefoca.  piopoaaa  to  find  that  the 
utmcy  baa  cruicludad  that  tha  twiralng  at 
coal  In  Uau  ad  pstroteiim  psoducto  os  nataral 
gas  la  srnnnanlssUg  fssstola 
4.  Coasaiarr  inspect.  FFt.  propsaas  to  find 
that  tha  od  s  Paohitftinn  Order  to 

Fob  Lake  3  ahonld  haea  no  eiatarlal  aflaet 
oa  T"**t«*‘**  eonsumats  alaca  thaaa  um  ka 
no  significant  change  In  the  cost  at  produc¬ 
ing  etecteteUy  et  Fox  Lake  3  es  a  result  of 
the  burning  (rf  coal  at  this  power- 

plteFk» 

B.  Conststencp  with  the  purposes  of 
ESKCA.  Becauae  tbe  hsuance  of  a  nohtbi- 
tion  Oeder  to  Fbx  Lake  3  wHT  dtseouragpthe 
um  cC  nantral  gee  or  petruteum  pradhets 
and  ancourage  tbe  continued  uae  oC  oopl, 
FEA  psopoeea  to  ooncTnde  that  this  aeClon 
would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  In  smt- 

f^fbate. 

Ob  tha  kaate  ad  tba 

atoteb  FEA  la  leri admit  to 
laaaaiiea  od  a 

Prefelbdtkm  ORter.  as  waE  aa  toe  kpfe* 


Ttor; 


Production  potentinl 
(miOUm  ftma) 


IQTT  .  _ 

733.3 

niB _  _ 

781.6 

I87B  -  _ L_ 

861.4 

igm  . 

91X7 

Twn 

960.0 

tsgs  .  .  _ 

994.  3 

T«n  -  _ 

..  _  1.017.4 

1984  . . 

_ l'a38.  7 

i.oana 

Tbe  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 

Act  sad  otosr  sppMeebte  i 
tsetfciu  laqub'seiaate,  FBd  ptwpsaae  to  sew* 
tduds  thet  e  FrehAtHoa  Order  to  tow  tehe 
3  wowM  he  coBaiBtaBt  wfto  the  puvpoea  et 
EBWCA  to  provide  e  neane  to  seaeas  to  mead 
Ing  tbe  essentM  needs  et  the  TlhlMd  States 
for  fuels  la  a  manner  which  to  conatotent.  to 
tbe  fulleat  eitaat  practicable,  with  existing 
nattewai  aamealtmenta  to  protect  and  im¬ 
prove  tbe  aavironment. 

m.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  fneOUies 
will  be  avattabte  to  this  powerptamt  during 
the  period  until  December  SI,  TFtd. — A.  Coal 
anttilabilftp — 1.  Itattonal  ooal  reserves.  XJhtted 
Statiw  coal  reserves  are  more  than  sufletent 
to  supply  national  needs  fbr  the  fOraaeeable 
future.  17B.  Department  of  the  Interlar.  Bur¬ 
eau  of  Mines  (BOSS)  data  toow  a  daaaon- 
atrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400  hauon 
toae,  over  baBT  at  whlsh  to  auiaeailty 

^todToted^hamva  Base  et  the  ran 
Ototea.  by  Mtor  Chtogoey.  aw  Jaanary  1. 
IFM.*  Bumau  at  Mlaaa  (Map  1FI6)  Ptera- 

after  “BOM  Survey”!).  Within  tham  laeaw- 

I  apprwxtotedely  3to  MBIaw  t(M 


FBA’a  “Owl  Bflne  EXpansfon  Study"  (May 
igrK).  Thto  study  demonstrates  that  moat 
coal  ptodnceis  did  not  have  ttrm  og  accurate 
Idans  for  new  capaetty  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1985  projection,  theieltare,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  produettan  poten¬ 
tial. 

An  FFA  study.  “AvallabUitp  et  Pataatlal 
Ohal  Supply  Thtou^  1988  hp  qr**^**T  Ghar- 
aetedatlcs.'*  diiguat  1978  (beraattar  '‘Avato- 
abfllty  Study”),  Indicates  current  plaaa  for 
nattoawlda  prc^uctlon  of  uncommitted  coal 
aa  foUowa: 

Produettea 
(mftthm  foiu) 

_ rmiiiii  itop 

- 23T.  1 

1980 - 2BT.S 

— . - . P#4.8 

- 8n.P 

1983  - -  888.  1 

1984  . 489.5 

1988  . 544.9 

to  Msttonal  demand  exclusive  of  BBtCA 
prahlkiftoa  order  demand.  The  esttmated 
demand,  excluding  any  IncraaBed 
resulting  from  FEA  action  uzato  the 
ity  of  section  3(a)  of  ESECA  Is  as  fol- 
loaw  ("FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outtook") : 


(mtaum  tons) 


IFIT 


1880 


ad  tha  tetal 
natotert  ptennad  aatinwal  cast  peadwrtlBSi  (4 
itaad  teaaa  reapaaMe  te  a  aurvay  et  post  ] 


prtnmry  aaeagy 
that  tha  oast  at 
natural  gaa 
abte. 

3.  Ftmmetet  oapailBfp  of  fatortoWe  Pemer 
Compawp.  FBA  asHumia  that  aay  eapMal 
investment  eooCe  assoetated  alto  ttie  aeqnhd- 
tlons  and  modlflcattoas  waeaaBary  ten  tha 
bustong  of  aoat  at  toa  lake  8  aaa  MaatBtad 
In  theutStty’acunaad  awd  proapeeUve  kwrtg- 
etary  p*****  FBA  propoaaa  to  find  tost  tha 
dsctoloB  by  tha  utllfty  to  ac^tre  or  modify 
siich  equipment  and  fheflltlBS  In  order  to 
bam  east  aa  a  pxAwary  oowegy  aourca  at  Ftw 


have  firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that 
far  Into  tha  futuae;  bawaver.  the  laujHtorl 


_ ly  setteBBted  toat  It  wUI  ha  paacttoable 

to  pindara  coal  nattonaUp  to  at  leaat  Bto 

foitawtBg  qiwiiltltaa 


- Ltd* 

e.  Bbfioaol  ESECA  paohibOiow  ender  da- 
TTMiuf.  Tha  satlmateid  danumd  tor 

coal  resulting  from  thto  NOT,  tram  all  othar 
Notiess  of  Intention  to  Issue  PnHifbitlon  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pxohl- 
bKlOQ  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  authority 
odaseCioar  2(a>  of  ESBOA  to  as  fMtows  (*^Coal 
.kvailBknuj  and  Deoandr  toonml  I  and 
Coal  Copyeislou  CandWstes."*  Au- 
1978  fhereafter  “Coal  Cbnxanion 

Demand 

Tsar:  (eiKBos  tone) 

1977  . 6.4 

187d -  10.0 

1978  - IgO 

-  ML# 

-  28>F 

- 4J.€ 

3.  Chareeteristic  coel,  production  and-  de¬ 
mand.  FEAb  “Avsilsblllty  Study"  identtfiaa 
coal  of  specific  quality  charsctertotlcs  aaall- 
sUe  fbr  use  st  Pbr  Lake  3.  The  survey  to 
baaed  an  data  team  M  sainlag  eompaales 
that  aspplled  useful  IntosmaUon  oa  88  sUn- 
lag  untta.  Responses  from  these  eompaales 
IdantlfWd  planned  production  of  coat  wMch 
to  not  now  committed  to  a  specific  bupaa.  For 
those  companies  which  did  not  respawd  to 
the  survey,  FBA  estimated  their  imcommlt- 
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NOTICES 


ted  planned  production  based  on  their  1974 
production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
powerplant.  FBA*s  “Goal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  a  pulverlsed-coal  tbr 
bottom  boiler,  of  the  type  used  at  Fox  Lake 
3,  is  able  to  bum  cofd  of  the  following  char¬ 
acteristics  and  comply  with  all  applicable 
air  pollution  control  requirements: 


Btu’s/lb  _ _ - . >8,000 

Moisture  (percent) _ *15 

Ash  (percent) _  *90 

Volatile  (percent) _  >16 

Ash  softening  tmnperature  ( *F) _ >3, 200 

Sulfur  (iq>proxlmate)  (percent) -  *2 

>  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
powerplant.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  whlOb  would 
result  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows : 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1982  and  thereafter _  198 

c.  National  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  The  FEA  "Coal  Conversion 
Study"  has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type 
described  In  paragraph  A.Sa.,  above,  is  tm- 
commltted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be 
potentially  available  to  Fox  Lake  8  In  a 
nationwide  market  as  follows: 


Froducflon 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  .  24,189 

1978  .  48,783 

1979  _ _  92,  066 

1980  . 113,447 

1981  . - .  184,286 

1982  _ 141,194 

1983  _ _ 160,691 

1984  176,497 


d.  National  ESBCA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
Issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESBCA.  National  ESBCA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.2.C.,  above,  is: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . - .  6, 400 

1978  . . . - . 10,000 

1979  . . 18,000 

1980  . . 18,000 

1981  .  20,900 

1982  .  41,400 

1983  .  41,400 

1984  . 41,400 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics  de- 
f>cribed  In  paragnqih  Afijk.,  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
Fox  Lake  8  (In  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  this  powerplant)  from  BOM  Districts  1 
through  15  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . . . .  20,  878 

1978  _ _  39, 678 

1979  .  74, 016 

1980  _ 84,992 

1981  .  99,602 

1982  . . . : _  106,862 

1983  _  113,246 

1984  .  132,903 


f.  Regional  RSMCA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  aharacteristic. 
The  eiqMeted  i^cmal  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.8.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BCHd  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  16  expected  to  result  from 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  Issue  Prohibltim  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  section  2(a)  of 
ESBCA.  This  potential  r^onal  demand  Is 
estimated  In  FEA's  "Coal  Conversion  Study” 
as  ftfilows: 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . 2,898 

1978  _  ®.840 

1979  _  7,111 

•  1980  _ 12,016 

1981  .  18,644 

1982  .  88.486 

1983  .  83.486 

1984  . 38,486 


g.  Regional  BSSCA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  from  BMf  Dis- 
'Ulcts  1  through  15  for  coal  with  a  1.81-2.20 
peromit  sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the 
3.0  percent  maximum  sulfur  content  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  A8a.,  above)  resulting 
fimn  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Ordns 
issued  to  date  under  authority  oi  section 
2(a)  of  ESBCA  is  estimated  In  RA’s  "Coal 
Conversion  Study”  as  follows: 


Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Yes.T:  IMl  to  2.20 

1977  . 0 

1978  . 0 

1979  . - .  68 

1980  .  877 

1981  . - .  877 

1982  _  10.  170 

1983  _  10, 170 

1984  _  10,  170 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  In  paragraph  A.8.e.,  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  In  paragraph  A.Sa., 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESBCA 
regional  demand  feu*  coal  by  sulfur 
charactoistic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilisation  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA's  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  "Availability  Study” 
has  IdentUtod  nationally  and  In  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  16  iincommltted 
coal  production  that  meets  the  requirements 
of  Fox  Lake  8  as  described  In  paragraph 
A.3jt.,  above.  FEA  prc^Kiees  to  find  that  this 
uncommitted  coal  exists  in  amounts  sufli- 
cient  in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  ad¬ 
ditional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOL  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  frmn 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  Section  3(a)  of 
ESBCA. 

Coal  for  Fox  Lake  3  will  probably  be 
bought  from  producers  according  to  regional 
supply/demand  relationships  related  to  the 
powerplant’s  location  from  BOM  Districts  1 
through  16.  FEA  observes,  however,  that  this 
powerplant  could  purchase  coal  In  other  mar¬ 
kets  as  such  production  becotnes  available. 
(“The  Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded 
Use  of  Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and 
Eastern  Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and  Be¬ 
yond,”  School  of  Engineering,  University  of 
Pennsylvania,  November  7,  1976.) 


B.  Coal  transportation — 1.  Location  of 
powerplant  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an  FEA 
study,  “Utility  Analysia  of  Coal  Transporta¬ 
tion  Availability,”  November  1976,  (hereafter 
"Transportation  Availability  Study”),  coal 
for  Fox  Lake  3  would  probably  ctnne  from 
BOM  District  19  as  both  the  primary  and 
alternate  source  of  supply.  While  this  supply 
area  Is  the  nearest  available  potential  source 
able  to  supply  coiiq>lying  coal  to  these  power- 
plants,  comiriying  coal  can  be  transferred  by 
rail  from  other  Identified  sources  within  the 
United  States.  The  analysis  of  transporta¬ 
tion  availability  Is  based  on  the  most  likely 
route  as  well  as  an  alternate  route.  These 
routes  were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transpor¬ 
tation  availability. 

3.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  The  primary 
route  for  coal  delivery  to  the  Fox  Lake  plant 
would  originate  on  the  Union  Pacific  Rail¬ 
road  (UP)  to  Council  Bluffs,  Iowa.  The  Chi¬ 
cago  A  North  Western  (CANW)  would  take 
the  ooal  to  Mlloma,  Minn,  via  Sioux  City, 
Iowa.  The  Chicago  Milwaukee  St.  Paul  and 
Pacific  (OM8PAP)  would  then  take  It '  to 
the  plant  at  Sherbum,  Minnesota.  The  total 
distance  is  approximately  800  miles.  The  al¬ 
ternate  route  from  the  primary  supply  area 
would  Involve  originating  on  the  Union 
Pacific  to  Council  Bluffs.  The  C&NW  would 
carry  the  coal  to  Albert  Lea,  Minnesota.  The 
CMSPAP  would  then  deliver  It  to  the  plant. 

8.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  UP,  the 
originator  oi  ooal  for  Fox  Lake  3  has  approxi¬ 
mately  7,000  hopper  cars  with  an  estimated 
average  capacity  of  86  tons.  Using  an  aver¬ 
age  number  of  deliveries  of  20  per  year  per 
86-ton  car,  the  UP  may  need  as  many  as  90 
additional  oars  to  handle  the  demand  from 
Fox  Lake  3.  This  estimate  assumes  that  the 
railroad  will  neither  have  excess  originating 
ciq>aclty  nor  obtain  cars  from  other  carriers 
in  the  originating  vicinity.  The  UP  Indicated 
that  It  is  willing  to  acqiilre  any  needed  ca¬ 
pacity  Involved  In  shipment  to  the  Fox  Lake 
facility  and  that  It  will  modify  Its  expansion 
plans  with  demand  conditions. 

FEA’s  “Transportation  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  r^  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity, 
including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
tar  all  types  of  transpcntatlon  facilities  as- 
siunlng  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  orders  under  sectlcm  3(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  UP  Indicated  that  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  19  are  In  satisfactory  operating  condi¬ 
tions  and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle 
the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  car¬ 
rying  coal  for  any  alternate  or  Intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  earrier  and  powerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  The  primary  and  alternate  destina¬ 
tion  carrier  for  Fox  Lake  8  is  the  Chicago, 
Mllwaiikee,  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  (CMSPAP). 
This  company’s  Jurisdiction  Includes  tracks 
to  the  plant,  and  ooal  deliveries  are  present¬ 
ly  being  made  to  the  plant  via  the  CM8PAP. 
The  existing  tracks  are  adequate  to  handle 
the  projected  cool  demand  through  1986.  The 
plant  currently  has  ooal  unloading  facilities 
which  are  able  to  handle  the  Indicated  de¬ 
mand,  although  it  la  possible  that  some  ex¬ 
pansion  will  be  necessary. 

6.  Conclusion.  Ooal  transportation  facul¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since 
no  significant  constraints  to  ooal  delivery  to 
Fox  Lake  8  presently  exist,  and  alternate 
routes  are  available. 
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Vf.  Thm  •t  the  hitmimff  •/  ntUm- 

roi  fme  m  gatrotamm  gmotmrta  •»  ite  grfmarg 

energy  aource  toiU  mat  ijapa*  the  raWabflUy 
of  aarmtea  te  the  aaam  aaaaeA  Iv  thm  aSaateh 
paaaaapiant.  Hmm*  oa  an  oC  ttta 

formation  submltta*  to  VBA.  bf  tbo  Vtdaial 
PooMT  Cnmanlaalnn  aad  Intaritote.  FBA  pro* 
poaao  to  ftnd  that  th*  taouanca  oC  a  Prabibl- 
Uaa  Ordor  to  Fox  Laka  S  wlU  mot  Impair 
tbe  reliability  of  service  In  tba  acea  aervod 
by  Um  poaaerplant  alaoa  tbeva  edU  be  no 


outace  aa  a  raaiilr  of  a  Prohlhltton  Order  to 
Fox  Laka  a. 

Intaratate  haa  advlaad  FEA  that  Fox  Lake  S 
wax  dealgmed  to  bum  natural  gas  or  coal 
amf  ia  currentfy  bninteg  eoid.  Tltere  «m. 
tberefora,  be  bo  ImpalriBeBt  of  retlabaity  et 
aervtoe  vfthln  tbm  meaning  of  IffWRA  la  tba 
area  served  by  Xntaestata  aa  a  veaoM  of  a 
Prohlbltton  Order. 

[FR  Doc.77-12163  Filed  4-39-77;ft:45  ami 


ENERCnr  SUPPLY  AND  ENVIRONMOfTAL  COONOINATIOM  ACT 
Iwleutkiw  To  laaua  Prohebition  Ordars  to  Cartain  Powarplanfa 

The  Federal  Energy  Admlniatrstion  (FEA)  heresy  gives  notice  of  ite  inieByoD 
to  issue  Prohibitioik  Orders,  pursuant  to  the  authorities  granted  it  hf  seetiofi  2  (a> 
and  (b)  of  the  Energy  Ssvply  and  Envlraomental  Coordination  Act  of  1974^  as 
amended  <ESBCA>,  and  Chapter  10,  Code  ot  Federal  Regulations  (10  CF&> ,  Parts 
303  and  305  to  the  folknring  povestilants: 


I>ocket 

No. 

OvapT 

Guuratiux  staliou 

Niunber 

Locatioa 

OFF-iO* 

OFU-IU 

OFTT-U2 

CHj  al  VI inland  Eterfrlc  tTtilify . 

0«n«a  PaMic  VtUtiaa  Cor^Jpracy 
CenUal  Tower  *  Lffb!  Co. 

Howard  M.  Down . 

Saj-Nwillp . 

10 

7 

8 

Vineland.  NJ. 

SayrevSh.  NX 

Do. 

LonwlBaaeLiehaiaxCa.  - . 

W 

Maad  Park.  N.V. 

GFU-124 

JO 

Part  JaSerwa.  N.Y. 

OFr-12S 

40 

Da. 

FEA  herdiy  also  gives  notice  of  the 
opportunity  for  oral  and  written  presen¬ 
tation  of  data,  views,  and  arguments  by 
interested  persons  regarding  these  pro¬ 
posed  Prohibition  Orders. 

The  proposed  aiders  would  prt^iibit  the 
above-named  powerplants  from  burning 
natural  gas  or  peholenm  products  as 
their  primary  energy  source. 

Prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der  to  a  poworplant,  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  and  It  CFR  St3.96(b)  and  305.3 
(b)  require  that  FEA  find  that  the  pow- 
erplant  had  the  capability  and  necesssu-y 
plant  equipment  to  bum  coal  as  of  Jime 
22.  1974.  A  Prohibition  Order  may  not 
be  issued  unless  FEA  can  find  that  the 
prohiMthm  of  the  utfllsatkm  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  prod  acts  as  a  primary 
energy  source  is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA,  that 
coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
win  be  available  during  the  period  the 
Prohibition  Order  win  be  in  effect,  and 
that  the  prc^bition  will  not  impair  fhe 
reUabOfty  of  service  in  the  area  served  by 
the  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  findings, 
as  well  as  its  proposed  cencluaione  and 
rationale  with  remeci  to  theae  findings, 
for  each  powcrpiBBt  are  set  out  tai  the 
Appendix  to  ttih  notice.  These  findtogs, 
conclusions  and  ratfonalc  may  be  amend¬ 
ed  as  a  result  of  comments  recetved  by 
FEA  pursuant  to  Utte  notice  and  other 
information  avaUahle  to  FEA.  The  find¬ 
ings.  conehnions  and  radtonale  wU  be 
included  with  any  amendments,  for  cadtx 
Prohibitian  Order  that  is  issued. 

Upeo  cnriatinii  of  the  procKiltngi 
deotrtbed  tn  this  nottee,  RA  nay  doler- 
mfne  to  Issue  Proidbttlon  Orders  to  some 
alt  of  the  shove-named  powerplants. 
TTiese  Pnrfiibitlon  Ordsn  wID  not  be- 
coma  eflecthrs,  however,  until  (i>  etthar 
(si  tba  Administratog  of  (ha  Etodion- 
mmlsii  Pfoteellfui  iguary  (BPA>  aott* 
fles  the  FEA.  In  acemdanoe  with  Sectiem 
119(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  that 
the  powerplant  to  able  to  bum  coal  and 


to  comply  with  all  applicable  ah  pollu¬ 
tion  control  requirements  without  a 
compliance  date  extension  under  section 
119(c)  of  such  Act,  or  (b>  if  such  noti¬ 
fication  is  not  given  by  EPA.  ttm  date 
that  the  Administrator  of  EPA  certifies, 
pursuant  to  section  119(d)  (1)  (B)  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  to  the  earitost  date  that 
the  powmplant  will  be  aide  to  comply 
with  aH  applicable  air  pidhition  control 
requirements  of  section  119  of  that  Act. 
and  (2)  FEA  has  considered  the  emriron- 
mental  Impact  at  the  order,  pursuant  to 
10  CFR  208.3(a)  (4)  and  305.9,  and  has 
served  the  affected  powerplant  with  a 
Notice  (rf  Effectiveness,  as  provided  in 
10  CFR  303J0(b).  30aJ1(h)  and  206.7. 
The  date  the  Prohibitlan  Order  wUl  be 
effective.  wiU  be  stated  in  the  Notice  of 
Effectiveness. 

10  CFR  305J  requires  that,  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveucss 
to  a  powerplant,  FEA  shall  perform  an 
analysis  of  the  environeaental  Impact  of 
the  tosttance  of  such  Notice  of  Effective¬ 
ness.  That  analysis  shaH  ruNli  In  cNhcr 
(I>  issuance  of  a  de^ratfon  toat  toe 
Prohibition  Order  wSf  not,  tf  made  effec¬ 
tive  by  issuance  of  a  Notloe  of  Effiecttve- 
ness,  be  likely  to  hava  a  significant  Im¬ 
pact  on  the  quality  of  the  human  en- 
vinximent.  or  (2)  the  pr^mration  by 
FBA  of  an  environmental  Impact  Nate- 
ment  covertog  sIgidBcaat  ^te-spedfic 
impacts  that  are  Ukely  to  result  from  toe 
Prdilbttion  Order  and  toat  have  not 
been  adequately  addressed  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Statement  (FES  T5-1. 
dated  April  25.  1975)  or  in  other  oOcial 
documenta  made  publicly  srwailahie.  If 
FEA  pcepaica  an  environmenfal  toopact 
statemeut  cuveiiug  stenUlcaut  elte^tpe- 
ciEc  fenpacta  resulting  from  a  FydilhlltoQ 
Order,  toe  statenenf  ahali  be  prepared 
and  pufaltohed  for  comment  !n  accord¬ 
ance  wflb.  seetton  102(2)  (Cl  at  toe  Nh- 
ttonal  Environmental  Ptdicy  Act  of  1969 
prior  to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  d  Effective¬ 
ness. 
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Interested  persons  may  request  a  pub¬ 
lic  hearing  pursuant  to  tO  CFB  302J72 
to  comment  on  the  cantenta  of  a  toaft 
enviroBUKntol  impact  stateiumt,  WUb 
respect  to  comments  legaiding  any  hn- 
pact  on  air  quality  that  might  result 
from  a  proposed  Prohibition  Order,  how- 
evM.it  should  be  recognised  that  ESECA 
haa  assigned  to  EPA  toe  primary  respon- 
gibEity  for  analysing  toe  effect  of  any 
such  ordM  on  toe  Nattrai’a  air  quality, 
and  for  determining  the  applicable  air 
pollution  control  requiremmilB  toat  ap¬ 
ply  to  the  poverplarit  toat  baa  been  is¬ 
sued  an  order.  It  to  expected  that,  in  al¬ 
most  every  case,  a  powerplant  to  which  a 
Prohtoitkm  Order  to  issued  w&l  be  eligi- 
bte  to  apply  to  EPA  for  a  comcdlaace 
date  extension.  In  ccmnection  with  that 
application.  EPA  must  provide  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  written  comment  and  oral 
presentation  of  data,  viewa  and  argu¬ 
ments  by  interested  persons.  Enclosed 
with  the  Notice  of  Effectiveness  may  be 
a  compliance  reporting  schedule  to  to- 
siue  that  toe  powMplant  wfil  be  able  to 
comply  with  the  prohibitioa  of  toe  burn¬ 
ing  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  as  a  primary  energy  source  (m  the 
effective  date  specified  in  the  Notice  of 
BffeetiveneBS. 

Public  comment  on  the  proposes  to 
sue  Prohihltkm  Ordeta  to  the  power- 
plants  listed  above  to  invited  in  the  form 
of  written  and  oral  preiwnfatinn  of  data, 
views,  and  arguments:  CTonnwpts 
should  relate  to  individual  docket  num- 
bMS  and  simUd  make  dear  to  whieh 
docket  number  the  individual  comment 
to  addressed. 

Conunente  shotdd  address  (1>  the 
adequacy  and  valkUty  oi  each  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  findings  and  the  eonduaions  and 
rattemale  tn  support  et  these  flndtngs, 
(2>  the  envlnmniental  impact  at  the  to- 
snance  of  a  ProfaibAtion  Order,  toeluding 
any  site-apedfle  enviranmental  hapucis. 
arwri  (a)  any  other  aspects  or  hngiaetB  of 
the  proposed  ProhibltiDB  Order  bdteved 
to  be  relevanL 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  308J13  Cel  and 
(d),  FEA  hereby  anrimmces  toat  a  pubPe 
hearing  to  receive  oral  presentatiou  et 
data,  views  and  arguBMnts  of  foteieslid 
pMsons  wfll  be  held  beginning  at  frtt 
ajn.  on  May  13  and  14,  1977,  at  theRI- 
eral  Boildtaig.  Roam  206.  at  36  Fedoml 
Flan.  New  York.  New  York  MOOT.  Any 
person  who  has  an  Interest  In  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  hearing  or  who  to  a  represent¬ 
ative  of  a  group  or  cfoss  of  persons  which 
has  an  Intarost  in  toe  sahiccA  of  tba 
hearing  Bsay  make  a  written  request  er  a 
verbal  request  If  eoefbmed  in  writing. 
for  an  opportunity  to  make  an  oral  psea- 
enlation.  That  request  ahoerid  be  directed 
to  OtflOrd  TumameuBki.  FBA  Region  H. 
Federal  Building.  26  Fbdcral  Pkma.  New 
Yesk.  New  York  IfOFI,  (214)  264-4834. 
The  request  should  be  reedved  before 
5:60  pjsL.  FrMv.  Mmr  OL  UTf.  The  re¬ 
quest  should  describe  the  persenY  Inter¬ 
est  it  toetoaueiai  tarolvail;  B  sptuuprt- 
atn  ft  thoold  atata  why  toe  pesaoB  to  an 
appropriate  reptcaentottve  et  toe  grosi 
or  clam  of  persons  which  has  such  an 
interest;  It  should  give  a  concise  sum¬ 
mary  the  lu’oposed  oral  presentation 
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a:nd  a  phcme  number  where  person  may 
be  cmitacted  through  May  12,  1977. 
Speakers  will  be  ccmtacted  by  an  FEA 
representative  before  5:00  pm.,  Monday. 
May  9, 1977,  and  should  submit  ten  (10) 
copies  of  their  (m^  presentati<m.  if  pos¬ 
sible,  unless  such  presentaticm  is  less 
than  five  (5)  pages,  in  which  case  only 
one  c<4)y  is  required,  to  Alfred  Kleinfeld, 
Regional  Adniinistrator,  Federal  Build¬ 
ing,  25  Federal  Plaza,  Room  3206,  New 
York,  New  York  10007,  before  5:00  p.m., 
Thiu^ay,  May  12,  1977. 

Detailed  technical  data,  views  and  ar¬ 
guments  should  be  contained  in  a  writ¬ 
ten  submissicm  in  support  of  the  oral 
presentation.  The  oral  presentaticm  itself 
should  be  a  summary  of  those  written 
cmnments. 

While  FEA  will  endeavor  to  provide 
adequate  opportunity  to  all  who  desire 
to  speak,  FEA  reserves  the  right  to  limit 
the  number  of  persons  to  be  heard  at  the 
hearing,  to  schedule  their  respective  pres¬ 
entations  and  to  establish  the  proce- 
dm^  governing  the  conduct  of  the  hear¬ 
ing.  The  length  of  time  allocated  to  each 
presentation  may  be  limited  cm  the  basis 
of  the  number  of  persons  requesting  to 
be  heard.  The  FEA  will  prepare  an 
agenda  that  shall  provide,  to  the  extent 
possible,  for  the  presentation  of  all  rele¬ 
vant  data,  views  and  argiiments. 

An  FEA  official  will  be  designated  to 
preside  at  the  hearing  which  will  not  be 
a  Judicial  or  evidentiary  hearing.  Dur¬ 
ing  oral  presentations  only  those  con¬ 
ducting  the  hearing  may  ask  questions. 
There  will  be  no  cross-examination.  At 
the  conclusion  of  all  Initial  oral  presen¬ 
tations,  each  person  who  has  made  an 
oral  stat^ent  will  be  given  the  (H)por- 
tunity,  if  he  or  she  so  desires,  to  make  a 
rebuttal  statement.  The  rebuttal  state¬ 
ments  will  be  given  in  the  order  in  which 
the  initial  statements  were  made  and 
will  be  subject  to  time  limitations. 

Any  interested  person  may  submit 
written  questions  to  the  presiding  cAcer 
to  be  asked  of  any  person  making  an 
oral  presentation.  The  presiding  officer 
will  determine  whether  to  ask  questions, 
having  first  determined  whether  the 
question  is  relevant,  and  whether  ade¬ 
quate  time  may  be  afforded  for  an 
answer. 

Any  further  procedural  rules  needed 
for  the  proper  omduct  of  the  hearing 
wiU  be  announced  by  the  presiding 
(MOQcer. 

A  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be 
made  and  it,  together  with  any  written 
ctHuments  submitted  in  the  course  of  the 
hearing,  will  be  retained  by  the  FEA  and 
made  available  for  inspection  and  copy¬ 
ing  at  the  public  reading  room  located  in 
Rm.  2107,  Federal  Building,  12th  It  Pom- 
sylvania  Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20461,  and  the  FEA  Regional  Office 
Reading  Romn,  Federal  Building,  Room 
3200,  26  Federal  Plaza.  New  York,  New 
Yo]±  10007,  between  the  hours  of  8:30 
am.  and  5:00  pm..  M(mday  through  Fri¬ 
day.  Anycme  may  purchase  a  c(H7y  of  the 
transcript  from  the  reporter. 


Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  consisting  of  data, 
views,  or  argmnents  with  respect  to  these 
pnmosed  Prohibition  Orders  to  Executive 
Communications,  Federal  Energy  Ad- 
ministrati(m.  Box  MC,  Room  3309,  Fed¬ 
eral  Building,  12th  It  Pennsylvania  Ave¬ 
nue  NW..  Washington.  D.C.  20461. 

Comments  and  other  documents  sub- 
mited  to  FEA  Executive  Communications 
should  be  Identified  on  the  outside  of 
the  envelope  in  which  they  are  trans¬ 
mitted  and  on  the  document  itself  with 
the  designation  “Proposed  Prohibition 

Order  for  the _ Powerplant.” 

Fifteen  c<vies  should  be  submitted. 

All  written  comments  received  by  5:00 
p.m.,  Monday,  May  30,  1977,  all  oral 
presentati(ms,  and  all  other  relevant  in- 
formatkHi  submitted  to  or  otherwise 
available  to  FEA  will  be  considered  by 
PEA  prior  to  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order. 

Any  information  or  data  considered  to 
be  confidential  by  the  person  furnishing 
it  must  be  so  identified  and  submitted 
in  writing,  one  copy  only.  The  FEA  re¬ 
serves  the  right  to  determine  the  con¬ 
fidential  status  of  the  informaticm  or 
data  and  to  treat  it  in  accordance  with 
that  determination. 

Copies  of  the  regulations  implement¬ 
ing  section  2  (a)  and  (b)  of  ESECA  (10 
CFR  Parts  303  and  305)  are  available 
from  the  following  FEA  Regional  Offices. 

Region,  Address,  and  Phone  .. 

I —  Robert  MltcbeU,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  150  Causeway  St.,  room  700,  Boston, 
Mass.  02114;  617-223-3701. 

II —  Alfred  Kleinfeld,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  26  Federal  Plaza,  room  3206,  New 
York,  N.Y.  10007;  212-264-1021. 


These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  prior 
to  the  Issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

City  of  Vineland  Electric  UtUlty  shaU  be 
referred  to  as  the  "utUlty”  and  as  "Vine- 
land." 

1.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  PEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Powerplant  Number  10 
at  the  Howard  M.  Down  Generating  Station 
(Down  10)  had  the  capability  and  necessary 
plant  equipment  to  burn  coal.  This  proposed 
finding  is  based  on  the  facts  and  Interpre¬ 
tations  stated  below: 

A.  Vineland,  In  Information  filed  with 
FEA  dated  July  10,  1976,  Indicated  that  the 
powerplant  had  In  place  on  June  22,  1974, 
a  boUer  that  was  capable  of  burning  ooal. 
The  boUer  had  been  designed  and  oon- 
structed  ox  modified  to  bum  ooal  as  Its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  on  June  22,  1974,  the  poworplant 


m — J.  A.  laSala,  Regional  Administrator, 
1421  Cherry  St.,  room  1001,  Philadelphia, 
Pa.  19102;  215-JW7-9S00. 

IV —  Donald  Allen,  Riq^kmal  Administrator. 
1666  Peachtree  8t.  ItE.,  8th  floor,  Atlanta, 
Oa.  30809;  404-626-2887. 

V —  N.  Allen  Andersen,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Federal  Oflloe  Bldg.,  176  West  Jackson 
Blvd.,  room  A-838,  Chicago,  HI.  00604; 
312-863-8420. 

VI —  Delbert  Fowler,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Poet  Office  Box  36228,  2626  West 
Mockingbird  Lane,  Dallas,  Tex.  75286; 
214-749-7346. 

VII —  NeU  Adams,  Regional  Administrator, 
1150  Grand  Ave.,  Kansas  City,  Mo.  64106; 
816-374-2061. 

VIII —  Dudley  Faver,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  Post  Office  Box  26247,  Belmar  Branch, 
1075  South  Yukon  St.,  Lakewood,  Colo. 
80226;  303-234-2420. 

IX —  William  Arntz,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  111  Pine  St.,  San  Francisco,  Calif. 
94111;  415-566-7216. 

X —  Jack  B.  Robertson,  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor,  1992  Federal  Bldg.,  915  Second  Ave., 
Seattle,  Wash.  98174;  206-442-7280. 

Any  questions  regardiiig  this  Notice 
should  be  directed  to  the  FEA  National 
Office  as  follows;  Federal  Energy  Ad¬ 
ministration,  Code  OCU  (Prohibition 
Order:  _ _ Powerplant),  Wash¬ 

ington,  D.C.,  20461, 202-566-7941. 

(Energy  Supply  and  Environmental  Coor¬ 
dination  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C.  791  et  seq.). 
as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-163;  Federal  En¬ 
ergy  Administration  Act  of  1974  (15  U.S.C. 
761  et  seq.),  as  amended  by  Pub.  L.  94-386; 
E.O.  11790  (  39  FR  23186) .) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  April  25, 
1977. 


may  not  have  been  burning  coal  as  its  prV 
mary  energy  source. 

B.  Based  on  Information  Vineland  filed 
with  FEA  dated  July  10,  1976,  and  other  In¬ 
formation  available  to  FEA,  the  following 
plant  equipment  or  faculties  at  Down  10 
would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished 
In  order  for  this  powerplant  to  burn  coal 
as  Its  primary  energy  source : 

1.  Pulverizers  and  associated  equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Down  10  had  all  other  significant  plant 
equq>ment  and  faculties  associated  with  the 
burning  of  ooal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
r^liUatlons  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  eqiUpment  and  faculties  listed  in  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  IndlviduaUy  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capabUlty 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  ooal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  ooal  in  Ueu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  <s  prueUeable  and 
consUtent  with  the  purposes  of  M8MOA. 


Eric  J.  Ftgi, 
Acting  General  Counsel. 
Federal  Energy  Administration. 

Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  op  Intention  To  Issue  a 

PsoHisniON  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  Issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA's  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplant  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket 

No. 

Owner 

Oenerating  station 

Unit 

No. 

Location 

OFU-103 

City  of  Vineland  Electric  Utility . . 

..  Howard  M.  Down _ 

10 

ViueUnd,  N.J. 
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FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
coal  at  Down  10  In  lieu  ot  petroleum  piod* 
ucts  or  natural  gas  la  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  E8ECA.  This 
finding  is  based  upon  the  presumption  that 
Down  10  will  be  operated  at  an  SO  percent, 
capacity  factor,  has  a  remaining  useful  life 
of  29  years  (as  of  the  date  of  this  NOI),  Is 
expected  to  have  at  least  28  years  remaining 
useful  life  after  conversion  of  the  power- 
plant,  and  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations 
stated  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 

1.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal. — a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  Initial 
capital  Investment  costs,  exclusive  of  financ¬ 
ing  costs,  that  would  result  from  the  acqui¬ 
sition  and  refurbishment  of  equipment  and 
facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
at  Down  10  are  estimated  to  be  approxi¬ 
mately  8184,000  which  assumes  that  waste 
water  treatment  equipment  will  be  required 
at  a  cost  of  8173,000  to  comply  with  the  water 
pollution  control  requirements  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  This  esti¬ 
mate  Is  based  on  a  PEDCo — Environmental 
Specialists,  Inc.  report  entitled  "Coal  Con¬ 
version  Cost  Reasonableness  Analysis  For 
The  Down  10  Plant,"  March  5.  1977  (here¬ 
after  "PEDCo.  Report") . 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  Increase  In  operating  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  la 
estimated  to  be  approximately  8251.000  pet 
year.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  the  PEDCo. 
Report. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  (1)  Based  on  Information 
supplied  by  Vineland,  the  price  of  petroleum 
products  available  to  Down  10  Is  approxi¬ 
mately  82.31  per  mllion  BTO’s  for  oil.  This 
represents  814.07  per  barrel  of  oil,  assum¬ 
ing  6.1  million  BTC’s  per  barrel. 

(II)  Based  on  information  supplied  by 
Vineland,  the  price  of  coal  available  to  Down 
10  Is  approximately  81.23  per  million  BTC’s. 
This  represents  831.98  per  ton  of  coal,  as¬ 
suming  26.0  million  BTC’s  per  ton. 

(III)  FEA  estimates  that  the  btunlng  of 
coal  by  this  powerplant  will  result  In  the 
reduction  of  approximately  81.08  per  mil¬ 
lion  BTC’s,  or  82,368.000  per  year  in  fuel 
costs.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  fuel  con¬ 
sumption  presuming  Down  10  is  operated  at 
an  80  percent  cfq>acity  factor  and  with  an 
average  heat  rate  of  12,514  BTC’s  per  kilowatt 
hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of 
Down  10,  there  will  be  an  estimated  total 
annual  Increase  in  costs  incurred,  exclusive 
of  fuel  costs,  of  approximately  8271,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
’The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  deciding  whe¬ 
ther  the  conversion  of  Down  10  is  reason¬ 
able.  Financial  Impacts  of  the  conversion 
will  be  felt  by  the  utility  and  by  the  con¬ 
sumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
Incur  additional  annual  capital  Investment 
costs.  Including  financing  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  819,700  (this  represents  an  amortized 
cost  over  the  28  years  remaining  useful  life 
of  this  powerplant  after  conversion,  and  Is 
based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  10.7  percent 
of  the  total  Initial  capital  Investment  of 
8184,000)  and  additional  annual  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  of  approximately  8251,000  (these  fig¬ 
ures  are  derived  from  the  figures  In  para¬ 
graphs  A.l.  a,  and  b.).  but  will  experience 
an  annual  fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately 
82,368,000.  (See  paragriq>h  A.l.c.)  Consider¬ 
ing  the  fuel  cost  savings,  the  total  annual 
cost  of  operating  Down  10  should  be  reduced 
by  82.097,000. 

Since  all  Increased  costs  of  conversion  will 
be  offset  by  the  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  It  is 


estimated  that  there  will  be  an  overall  net 
decrease  In  the  cost  of  producing  electricity 
at  Down  10.  ’The  costs  to  the  utility  resulting 
from  a  Prohlhllon  Order  ultimately  will  be 
recovered  In  rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Down  10  will  result  In 
an  estimated  axmual  equivalent  savings  of 
360,000  barrels  of  oil  that  othwwlse  would 
be  used  In  {Mrovlding  steam  for  electric  power 
generation. 

FEA  proposes  to  find  that,  since  the  In¬ 
creased  annual  capital  investment  costs  and 
operating  and  maintenance  costs  at  the 
powerplant  are  offset  by  the  current  fuel  cost 
differential  between  oil  and  coal  burning  at 
this  powerplant,  and  potential  future  In¬ 
creases  In  the  fuel  cost  differential  In  favor 
of  coal,  the  additional  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  are  reasonable. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Vineland. — a. 
Recovery  of  capital  investment.  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Down  19  would  be  economically 
feasible.  FEA’s  analysis  took  Into  considera¬ 
tion  the  8184,000  additional  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  required  for  Vineland  to  comply 
with  this  NOI,  as  well  as  addltlonsU  capital 
Investment  costs  related  to  all  other  Notices 
of  Intention,  to  date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibi¬ 
tion  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders, 
If  any.  issued  to  date  under  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Vineland’s 
powerplants. 

FEA  related  these  additional  capital  In¬ 
vestment  costs  to  Vineland’s  net  property  and 
plant  of  823.9  million,  the  utility’s  estimate 
of  Its  1977-79  construction  budget  of  8235 
million,  the  total  capitalization  of  the  utility 
of  829  million,  and  the  28  years  remaining 
useful  life  after  conversion  of  Down  10. 

nCA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  Investment  cost  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  Vineland  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  ’The  total  estimated  anniud  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  ciq>ital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  would  be  8271,000.  ’ITils  also 
represents  the  total  estimated  annual  incre¬ 
mental  Increase  In  revenue  requli^pients  of 
the  utility. 

(FEA  also  took  into  consideration  revenue 
requirements  of  the  utility  resulting  from 
compliance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion.  to  date.  If  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If 
any,  issued  to  date  under  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  Vineland’s 
powerplants.)  Tills  estimate  of  8271,000  In 
revenue  requirements  is  based  on  an  invest¬ 
ment  oriented  analysis  described  In  an  Ultra¬ 
systems  Inc.  report  entitled  Computer 
Methodology  For  Coal  Conversion  Cost  Rea¬ 
sonableness  Determination,"  August  1976, 
(hereafter  "Ultrasystems  Computer  Model") . 
’The  estimate  Includes  an  Incremental  rate 
of  return  on  retained  earnings  which  are 
Invested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  "Identification 
of  Possible  Financial  Effects  of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Generating  Facilities  To  ’The 
Use  Of  Coal,”  October  1976.  ’This  analysis 
estUnated  the  total  annual  Incremental  in¬ 
crease  In  revenue  requirements  to  be 
8264.000  which  assumed  a  predicted  effect 
on  Vineland’s  financial  statement  and 
represents  revenues  required  to  offset  any 
potential  loss  in  net  income  as  reported  for 
Fiscal  Tear  ending  1975.) 

The  total  estimated  annual  Increase  In 
costs  of  8271,000  associated  with  conversion 


ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates.  How¬ 
ever,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  value 
of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately  82.368.- 
000  attributable  to  compliance  with  this 
NOI.  the  net  annual  revenue  requirements  of 
Vineland  should  decrease  by  approximately 
82.097,000. 

.  4.  Consumer  impact.  1110  potential  Initial 
Impact  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Down  10  Is 
a  net  decrease  In  revenues  required  from 
Vineland’s  consumers  of  approximately 
80.0074  per  kilowatt  hour  of  electricity  sold 
by  Vineland.  ’This  estimate  Is  based  on  FEA's 
analysis  of  the  Ultrasystems  Computer 
Model.  ’The  actual  amount  of  the  decrease 
will  depend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the 
investment  necessary  to  comply  with  a 
Prohibition  Order,  the  methods  which  Vine- 
land  selects  to  finance  the  Increased  costs 
associated  with  burning  coal  as  a  primary 
energy  source  at  Down  10,  the  extent  to 
which  the  cost  decrease  Is  spread  among 
Vineland's  consumers,  the  regulations  or 
policies  of  the  regulatory  agencies  with 
jurisdiction  over  Vineland  regarding  Inclu¬ 
sion  of  such  cost  decreases  In  consumer  rates, 
the  actual  amount  of  the  fuel  cost  differ¬ 
ential.  and  other  factors. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA . 
Because  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Down  10  will  discourage  the  use  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  and  encourage 
the  Increased  use  of  coal.  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  this  action  would  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the 
essential  needs  of  the  United  States  lor  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  suialysls 
which  FEA  is  required  to  conduct  prior  to 
Isstiance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of  a  . 
Prohibition  Order  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
this  powerplant  to  comply  with  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  other  applicable  environmental 
protection  requirements,  FEA  proposes  to 
conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Down 
10  would  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means  to  assist  In 
meeting  the  essential  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is  con¬ 
sistent.  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable,  with 
existing  national  commitments  to  protect 
and  improve  the  environment. 

in.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
will  be  available  to  this  powerplant  during 
the  period  until  Decembter  31. 1994. — A.  Coal 
availability — 1.  National  coal  reserves.  United 
States  coal  reserves  are  more  than  sufficient 
to  supply  national  needs  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  UB.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Mines  data  show  a  demonstrated  coal 
reserve  base  of  over  400  billion  tons,  over  half 
of  which  Is  currently  technically  and  eco¬ 
nomically  recoverable  (“Demonstrated  Coal 
Reserve  Base  of  the  United  States,  by  Sulfur 
Category,  on  January  1,  1974,”  Bureau  of 
Mines  (May  1975)  (hereafter  "BOM  Sur¬ 
vey")).  Within  these  recoverable  reserves 
approximately  200  billion  tons  contain  1  per¬ 
cent  or  less  sulfur  by  weight.  To  determine 
when  certain  quantities  of  these  reserves  are 
*  expected  to  be  available,  FEA  has  examined 
several  studies,  referenced  herein,  which  to¬ 
gether  provide  the  best  current  evidence  as  to 
coal  availability  for  the  period  ending  De¬ 
cember  31,  1984. 

2s  National  coal  production  and  demand. 
The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand.  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production  (de¬ 
rived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal  pro¬ 
ducing  companies)  shows  that  there  should 
be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to  meet  the 
total  national  demand  through  1980.  Beyond 
1980.  plans  for  new  production  are  not  yet 
fully  developed  because  few  coal  producers 
have  firm  expansion  plans  that  extend  that 
far  Into  the  future;  however,  the  projected 
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total  ptamMd  mttoiMa  oo«l  i>rodaeMon, 
i<mA7  Mieeta  M  ptrotni  of  tJio  total  UB. 
Amaad  oigMctod  ta  ttSS.  WIOi  ttme.  more 
potential  mtae  doeolopmenta  win  become 
Him  plans,  thus  tncreartng  tbe  ptanned  pro- 
dnetton. 


a.  National  coal  production.  It  la  oonaerea- 
ttwly  asttmatad  Ibat  It  win  be  practloable  to 
prodnoe  ocnl  nattonaltf  In  at  leata  the  follow* 


tag  qnanttttae: 

Tear: 

1977  — . 

1678  _  _ 

Production 
potential 
(million  tone) 

.  781.8 

_  791. 6 

1979  .... 

_  881.4 

f 660  . , 

911.7 

1981  _ _  _ 

960.0 

uia  - 

_  994.3 

1988  _ 

1.017.4 

1984  _ 

_  _  _  1,028.7 

1065 

1.  029.  6 

The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 

fSA's  *<loal  Mine  Kqiansion  Study”  (May 
1VT6).  Ibis  study  demonstrates  that  most 
ooal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  Ihe  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends 
to  underestimate  actual  production  po¬ 
tential. 

An  FBA  study.  "AvallabiUty  of  Potential 
Ooal  Biq>ply  Through  198S  by  Quality  cautr- 
aetarlstics,"  August  1976  (hereafter  **Avall- 
abUlty  Sti^y*'),  indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  pn^uetion  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Prodnetion 

Tear:  (mllUon  tons) 

1977  _ _  48.4 

1978  . - . - .  128.2 

1979  . . . .  287. 1 

1980  . 287.3 

1981  _ _ _  844.0 

1988  . . . .  888.9 

1983  . . .  890. 1 

1984  . . . . .  469.  5 

1985  . . - .  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  SSBCA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  ra:A  action  tmder 
the  authority  of  section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  is 
as  follows  ("PEA  1976  National  Energy  Out¬ 
look”)  : 

Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 


698 

780 

764 

799 

842 

887 

986 

985 

1,040 


e.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de- 
wtand.  Tbe  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  KOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  Secdion  3(a)  of  ESBCA  Is  as  follows 
(“Coal  Availability  and  Demand:  Round  I 
and  n  Coal  Conversion  Candidates,”  August 
1976  {hereafter  “Coal  Conversion  Study”] ) : 


Demand 

Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  . . 5.4 

1978  _ ; . .  10. 0 

1979  _  18. 0 

1980  -  18.0 

1981  _  20.2 

1982  _  41.4 

1983  -  41.4 

1984  . 41.4 


3.  Cheracterlstle  coal,  prodssetion  sad  4e- 
meiid.  PBAb  “ATaUablllty  Study**  IdaotIBes 
eoal  of  epeelfle  quality  cbaraetonstlos  avall- 
aue  for  use  at  Down  10.  The  eorvey  Is  bused 
on  data  from  31  companies  that  sup¬ 

plied  nsefnl  information  on  96  mining  units.  * 
Responses  from  these  companies  MentlAed 
planned  production  of  ooal  which  to  not  now 
committed  to  a  spedAc  buyer.  For  those 
coihpanles  which  did  not  respond  to  tbe 
survey,  PEA  estimated  their  uneommitted 
planned  production  baaed  on  their  uncom¬ 
mitted  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristie  eoal  requirements  for  this 
powerpUant.  PSA's  “Ooal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  a  pnlverteed-coal 
bottom  boUer,  of  tbe  type  used  at  Down  10, 
win  be  able  to  burn  ooal  of  tbe  following 
charact»istics  and  oonq>ly  with  aU  applica¬ 
ble  air  pollution  control  requirements: 


Btu’s/Ib  _ » 12. 000 

Moistiue  (percent)  - •  16 

Ash  (percent) _ *10 

Volatile  (percent) - *  18 


Ash  softening  temperature  ( *P) - '  2,200 

Sulfur  (approximattiy)  (percent) - ’1.5 

>  Minimum. 

<  Maximum. 

b.  Charaeteristic  cool  demand  from  this 
posoerplant.  The  potential  demand  for  ooal. 
of  the  type  deacrtbed  above,  which  would 
result  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

Tear:  Uhousand  toms) 

1977  .  21 

1978  and  thereafter _ 94 


c.  National  ptansud  production,  eharaeter- 
istic  coal.  The  ECA  “Coal  Convecslon  Study” 
has  determined  that  ooal  of  tha  type  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  AAn.,  above,  to  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  po¬ 
tentially  available  to  Down  10  in  a  nation¬ 
wide  market  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1077  . . — .  16,511 

1978  _ 80,521 

1979  — . -j— _ _  66,681 

1980  _ _ _  99,  181 

198^ _ _ _  81.  867 

1982  . . 86,452 

1983  . —  92.821 

1984  . 107.352 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  eoal.  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  AA.c., 
Mwve,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  expected  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
an  outstanding  Pit^bltlon  Orders  issued  to 
date  \mder  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESBCA.  National  ESBCA  ProhlblUon  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A.3.C.,  above,  is: 

Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 


1977  _ _ _ - .  5.400 

1978  _ 10.000 

1979  _ 18,000 

1980  . 18.000 

1981  _  20,300 

1962  . 41,400 

1983  . 41.400 

1984  . 41.400 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  eoal.  Coal  with  tbe  characteristics  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  A.Sa.,  above,  to  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  wni  be  potentially  available  to 
Down  10  (In  a  probable  regional  supidy/de- 
mand  relationship  r^ted  to  the  location  of 


this  powerplant)  from  Bureau  of  Mines 
(BOfif)  Dtohrleto  1  through  16  as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

urn  _ 15.004 

urm _  29.881 

1979  _ 68.016 

1980  _ 61.062 

1981  _ 71.668 

1962  _  76.  083  ' 

1063  . 88.134 

19M _  95.  690 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  prodo^on  of  durae- 
tertotlc  coal,  as  stated  In  parsgiapb  AE.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  eoal 
reganitoas  of  charactsrtotic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  16  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  sU  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
an  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  to 
estimated  In  FEA's  “Ooal  (^inversion  Study" 
as  follosrs: 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  - . 3,898 

1978  _  8.840 

1979  _ _ _  7.  Ill 

1980  _ 13,016 

1981  _  18.644 

1982  _  38.486 

1983  . 38.485 

1984  _  33.485 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohiMtfon  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  bg  sulfitr  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  15  fmr  eoal  with  a  1.41-1.80 
percent  sulfur  content  (which  Includes  the 
1.5  percent  maximum  sulfur  content  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  AEa..  above) .  resulting 
from  this  NOI,  from  aU  other  Notices  of 
Intention  to  tasue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
issued  to  data  under  authority  of  section 
2(a)  of  ESBCA  to  estimated  in  FEA’s  “Ooal 
Conversion  Study"  as  follows: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
percent  sulfur 

Tear:  1.41  to  1  JO 


1977  - ^ .  1.143 

1978  _ 1,766 

1979  . . - .  1,967 

1980  _ 2.880 

1981  _ 8.862 

1882  _ 8,468 

1983  . 3.458 

1984  . 3.458 


The  regional  planned  production  of  ooal 
stated  in  paragraph  AA.e.,  above,  with  the 
obaraetaristtoB  desCTlbed  In  paragraph  A.Sa., 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESBCA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  ooal  by  sulfur  charactar- 
tetic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  PEA  has  fotmd  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  poUciea  limiting  the 
extraettea  or  utUtoatian  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  produetioxi  figures,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA's  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability  Study” 
has  identtfled  nationally  and  In  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  15  unoonunltted  ooal  pro¬ 
duction  that  meets  the  requirements  ot 
Down  10  as  described  In  paragnq>h  AJa. 
above.  FBA  proposes  to  find  that  this  uneom¬ 
mitted  ooal  eatots  In  amounts  sufficient  in 
any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  ooal,  both  nationally  and  from 
theae  Dtotrtcta,  resulting  from  thto  NOI,  ffom 
all  other  NoUom  of  intention  to  toeuc  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  ftom  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  tosued  to  dnte 
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under  authority  of  section  3 (a)  of  ESECA. 

Ck>al  for  Down  10  will  probably  be  bought 
from  producers  according  to  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationships  related  to  the  power- 
plant's  location  from  BOM  Districts  1  through 
15.  FEA  obserres,  however,  that  the  power- 
plant  could  purchase  coed  In  other  markets 
as  such  production  becomes  available.  (“The 
Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of 
Western  Coal  By  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
Utilities  In  the  Period  1978  and  Beyond", 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  November  7,  1975.) 

B.  Coal  transportation — 1.  Location  of  the 
powerplant  and  coal  supplp.  Based  on  an 
FEA  study,  "Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  Trans¬ 
portation  Availability",  November  1970, 
(hereafter  “Transportation  Availability 
Study”),  coal  for  Down  10  would  probably 
come  from  BOM  District  8  as  the  primary  and 
alternate  source  of  supply.  While  this  sup¬ 
ply  area  Is  the  nearest  available  potential 
source  able  to  provide  complying  coal  to  this 
plant,  complying  coal  can  be  transferred  by 
rail  from  other  Identified  sources  within  the 
United  States.  The  analysis  of  transportation 
availability  Is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coat  shipment.  A  primary  route 
for  coal  delivery  for  Down  10  would  originate 
on  Consolidated  Railroad  Corporation  (Con- 
Rail)  which  can  carry  the  coal  to  Down  10 
at  Vineland,  New  Jersey,  via  Altoona,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  Lancaster,  Pennsylvania,  and  Phil¬ 
adelphia,  Pennsylvania.  The  total  distance  Is 
approximately  300  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  8 
would  Involve  originating  coal  on  ConRall 
via  Williamsport,  Pennsylvania,  Reading. 
Pennsylvania,  and  Philadelphia,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  to  the  powerplant. 

Another  alternate  route  from  the  alter¬ 
nate  supply  would  be  to  originate  coal  from 
BOM  District  8  (Virginia)  to  Baltimore. 
Maryland  on  the  Chessle  (Baltimore  &  Ohio) , 
to  the  powerplant  via  Philadelphia,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  on  ConRall. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  ConRall,  the 
expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Down 
10  has  approximately  52,000  hopper  cars  with 
an  estimated  average  capacity  of  80  tons. 
Using  an  average  number  of  deliveries  of  10 
per  year  per  80-ton  car,  ConRall  may  need 
as  many  as  105  additional  cars  to  handle  the 
Increased  demand  from  Down  10.  This  esti¬ 
mate  assumes  that  the  railroad  would  neither 
have  excess  originating  capacity  nor  obtain 
cars  from  other  cf^yrlers  In  the  originating 
vicinity. 

ConRall  Indicated  that  It  Is  willing  to  ac¬ 
quire  any  needed  capacity  Involved  In  ship¬ 
ment  to  Down  10  and  that  It  would  modify 
Its  expansion  plans  with  demand  conditions. 
ConRall  also  Indicated  that  Its  carrying  ca¬ 
pacity  could  be  expanded  as  quickly  as  the 
utility  prepares  to  burn  coal. 

FEA's  “Transportation  AvallabiUty  Study" 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  In  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities 
assuming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to 
receive  Orders  under  section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

ConRall  Indicated  that  transportation 
facilities  at  the  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  are  in  satisfactory  operating  condi¬ 
tion  and  that  loading  facilities  could  handle 
the  required  coal  volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 


4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant 
facilities.  The  primary  and  alternate  destina¬ 
tion  carrier  for  Down  10  is  ConRall;  This 
carrier's  Jtuisdlctlon  Includes  tracks  to  the 
plant  on  which  coal  deliveries  have  histori¬ 
cally  been  made.  The  plant  has  two  sidings, 
each  of  which  has  well  maintained  loading 
facilities  sufficient  to  handle  the  Indicated 
demand  according  to  the  utility.  Conversion 
of  Down  10  to  coal  Is  presently  planned  and 
supply  arrangements  have  been  negotiated. 
All  facilities  are  In  good  condition  and  have 
adequate  capacity. 

5.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  expected  to  be  In  effect 
since  no  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over 
the  primary  route  to  Down  10  presently  exist, 
and  alternate  routes  are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  its  pri¬ 
mary  energy  source  will  not  impair  the  re¬ 
liability  of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the 
affected  powerplant.  Based  on  an  analysis  of 
the  Information  submitted  to  FEA  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  and  after  consul - 


5.  The  proposed  changes  in  Table  1,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  Information  available 
to  PEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC  Form  12E-2  dated  October  29,  1976) 
at  the  time  this  NOI  is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
Into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  Indicated  effective  date,  but  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  In  such  event,  with  minor  modifi¬ 
cations  to  be  projected  schedule  of  changes 
contained  In  Table  1,  gross  capacity  In  the 
dispatching  system  would  not  be  significantly 
affected  during  the  period  required  for  con¬ 
version  of  Down  10.  FEA  assumes  outages 
for  conversion  at  those  times  that  are 
optimally  suited,  in  terms  of  forecast  peak 
load  periods,  to  maintain  reliability  of 
service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  A  forecast  of  the  pe'ak  load  for  the 
dispatching  system  during  the  period  in 
which  Down  10  would  implement  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  Is  as  Indicated  on  line  8  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

2.  The  forecast  peak  load  has  been  com¬ 
pared  with  the  peak  load  In  a  previous  simi¬ 
lar  period.  The  annual  peak  load  growth  rate 
for  this  forecast  is  5.4  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages  for 
normal  maintenance.  Including  other  power- 
plants  implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  period  in  which  Down 
10  may  be  Implementing  a  Prohibition  Or¬ 
der,  may  result  In  some  loss  of  capacity 
which  Is  expected  to  be  as  indicated  on  line 
4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  2  months  Is  esti¬ 
mated  to  b''  require!  to  make  modlflcatlofi”. 


tatlon  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 
FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  Issuance  of  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  Down  10  will  not  Impair 
the  reliability  of  service  In  the  area  served 
by  the  powerplant.  This  proposed  finding  Is 
based  on  the  facts  and  Interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 
1.  The  Down  Station  Is  owned  by  Vineland, 
which  Is  a  member  of  the  Pennsylvania/New 
Jersey/Maryland  Interconnection  (PJM), 
which  is  within  the  geographical  area  of  the 
Mid-Atlantic  Area  Council  regional  electric 
reliability  council. 

2.  The  term  "dispatching  system”  as  used 
in  the  proposed  finding  means  the  PJM. 

3.  The  gross  capacity,  as  of  September  1, 
1976.  of  all  dispatching  system  powerplants 
was  44,543  MW  (see  line  1,  attachment  1). 

4.  Proposed  changes  up  to  the  period  In 
which  Down  10  would  implement  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  will  result  In  the  gross  capacity 
Indicated  on  line  3  of  attachment  1  because 
of  the  following  changes  In  the  dispatching 
system  listed  In  Table  i : 


Installations,  or  other  physical  adjustments 
required  by  a  Prohibition  Order  should  it 
become  effective.  The  powerplant  may  be 
less  than  fully  dependable  during  the  period 
of  on-line  testing  and  adjustment  following 
such  modifications.  This  period  Is  not  ex¬ 
pected  to  exceed  30  days.  To  take  advantage 
of  the  maximum  reserve  capacity,  this  pro¬ 
ject  outage  Is  most  likely  to  occur  during 
the  year  1977.  The  potential  loss  of  capacity 
from  an  outage  of  Down  10  would  be  approxi¬ 
mately  25  MW  (line  7.  attachment  1)  which 
Is  Included  In  the  total  outages  indicated  on 
line  6  of  attachment  1.  (The  assumed  con¬ 
version  period  specified  on  attachment  1  is 
shown  for  the  purpose  of  illustration  only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system  Include  normal  schedule! 
maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line  4  of 
attachment  1 )  and  outages  due  to  conversion 
(line  5  of  attachment  1)  for  those  power- 
plants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibition  Or¬ 
ders.  Maximum  projected  outages  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  as  indicated  on  line  6  of  attach¬ 
ment  1,  thereby  reducing  the  gross  capacity 
and  resulting  in  a  net  dependable  capacity 
for  the  dispatching  system. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  foregoing 
information,  the  net  dependable  capacity  for 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  tlmfi^ 
of  implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
wovild  be  as  Indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

2.  Comparing  this  net  dependable  capacity 
to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  Indicates  that  the  reserve 
capacity  shown  on  line  10  of  attachment  1 
would  exlrt  for  the  dispatching  system. 
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Type  of  change 


Capacity 

change 

(megawatts) 


Effective 

date 


Salem  1. . Nuclear . Add . 

Martins  Creek  4 . 

Calvert  Cliffs  2 . 


See  line  2,  atim-hment  : 


+1090  Dec.  1976. 


.  Nuclear . 

. Add . 

+900 

Mar.  1977. 

.  Coal . 

. Retired . . 

-42 

Do. 

. . do . 

. do . . 

-5 

Do. 

.  OH . 

-33 

Apr.  1977. 

.  OH . 1 . 

. do . 

-33 

Do. 

.  Oil . 

. Add . 

+625 

May  1977. 

.  Oil . •... 

. Add . 

+625 

Do. 

.  OH . 

. Retired . . 

-.7 

Do. 

.  Oil . 

. Add . 

+130 

Do. 

TotaU- 

Added . 

+2963 

Retired . 

-114 

Net  change . 

+2869 
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t.  Oompeilaon  of  thii  reaenre  capacity  to 
tbe  foracaat  peak  load  atiowii  on  line  •  oi 
attachment  1  resolte  in  a  iotiu  margin  as 
Indicated  on  line  11  at  attadunent  (aa  oon- 
treated  wttti  a  rcaerfa  awigtn  as  Indicated 
on  line  IS  of  attachment  1  if  no  units  ware 
removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibition 
Orders). 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Cnmmlaetnr  consid- 
ers  this  to  be  an  acceptable  reserve  margin 
Into  consideration  tbe  geogn^ihlcal 
location  of  Down  10. 

6.  There  will  be  no  derating  of  Down  10  as 
a  result  of  using  coal  as  Ita  summary  energy 
source. 

6.  wrtoting  transmission  system  intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  6,360 
MW  Into  the  diq;>atchlng  system.  This  ca¬ 
pacity  may  provide  an  luldltlonal  resource  of 
electric  power  during  the  implementation 
period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

E.  Conclvaion.  If  dispatching  system  con¬ 
ditions,  including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Down  10,  are  as  presently  forecast  during  Ihe 
time  required  to  implement  a  Prohibition 
Order  by  Down  10,  there  will  be  no  impair¬ 
ment  of  reliability  of  service  within  the 
meaning  of  ESECA  in  the  area  served  by 


Vindand  or  In  the  dlspatdilng  system  as  a 
result  at  the  Order. 

PJM  RaiJSMIJTT  Dsza  VmXLANS 

Assums  cow  V— low  naaoe.  rat.T  i  to 
AueusT  SI,  levv 

Megawatt 

capacity 


1.  Orom  capacity  of  PJM  as  of  Sept. 

1.  1076 -  44.643 

5.  Added  c^iaclty -  2.ae0 

3.  Oross  capacity _ 47,412 

4.  Scheduled  outages  for  mainte¬ 

nance  _  2,000 

6.  Projected  outages  due  to  prohibi¬ 

tion  cHxlers -  26 

6.  Maximum  projected  outages  due 

to  maintenance  and  prohibition 
orders  (line  4  plus  line  5) 2. 026 

7.  Unit  outage -  26 

8.  Peak  load  summer  1977 _ 28. 180 

0.  Net  dependable  capacity -  46,887 

10.  Beserve  capacity - 12,867 

11.  Reserve  margin  percent  (main¬ 

tenance  and  prohibition 
mrders)  _  87 

12.  Reserve  margin  percent  (main¬ 

tenance  only) _  87. 07 


Affkndix — PaorosED  Fiinitwcs  awd  Rationalx  poa  Notice  of  Iwtsntiow  To  Issue  a 

PXOHIBITIOW  OXDEX 

SSECA  Anrf  the  PEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  PEA'S  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  mpact 
to  the  powerplants  nanruKi  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Docket 

Owner 

OefienUi^  ststloB 

UbH 

Loeatkm 

No. 

Ne. 

OFU-111 

General  Public  UtOitiw  Corp./7erwy 

- - - — 

7 

Ssyvwffle,  N  J. 

OFtI-112 

Central  Power  &  Uxtat  Co. 

8 

These  findings,  which  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA.  are  based  on  the  Information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA  primr 
to  the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Jersey  Central  Power  and  Light  Company, 
a  wholly-owned  subsidiary  of  General  Public 
Utilities  Corporatiem,  shall  be  referred  to  as 
the  “utility*'  and  as  “JCPL.” 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Powerplants  Number  7  and 
Number  8  at  Sayrevllle  Generating  Station 
(Sayrevllle  7  and  8)  had  the  capability  and 
necessary  plant  equ^ment  to  bum  coal.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and  In¬ 
terpretations  stated  below: 

A.  JCFL,  In  information  filed  with  FEA 
dated  July  24.  1976,  indicated  that  each  pow¬ 
erplant  had  In  place  on  Jiine  22.  1974.  a 
holla*  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal.  The 
boilers  had  been  designed  and  constructed  or 
modified  to  binn  coal  as  their  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant  may  not 
have  been  burning  coal  as  Its  primary  energy 
source. 

B.  Based  on  information  JCPL  filed  with 
FEA  dated  July  24,  1976,  and  other  Informa- 
tl<m  available  to  FEA,  tbe  following  plant 
equipment  or  facilities  at  Sayrevllle  7  and  8 
would  have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished  In 
<nder  for  these  powerplants  to  burn  coal  as 
their  primary  energy  source: 

1.  Coal  handling  equipment 

2.  Pulvctiaers,  burners  and  boilers 

3.  AMi  handling  equipment 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Sayrevllle  7  and  8  had  all  other  signifi¬ 
cant  plant  equipment  and  facilities  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equ^Hnent  and  faclUties  listed  In  para- 


gnq>b  B,  above,  do  not  Individually  or  In  com¬ 
bination  constitute  a  lack  of  oquibllity  and 
necessary  plant  equipment  to  bum  coal  as 
of  June  22,  1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  it  piacUoable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  EStCA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  ooid  at 
Sayrevllle  7  and  8  In  lieu  of  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  or  natural  gas  Is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
finding  is  based  upon  the  presumption  that 
Sayrevllle  7  and  8  win  be  operated  at  a  66 
percent  capacity  factor  (this  represents  a 
weighted  average  of  each  powen>lant*s  pro¬ 
jected  ciq>aclty  factor),  have  a  remaining 
useful  Ufe  of  16  years  (as  of  the  date  of  this 
NOI),  are  expected  to  have  at  least  11  years 
remaining  useful  life  after  conversion  of  the 
powerpUnts.  and  on  the  facts  and  Interpre¬ 
tations  stated  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal — a.  Capi¬ 
tal  investment  costs.  The  total  Initial  napitui 
investment  costs,  exclusive  of  financing  costs, 
that  would  result  from  the  acquisition  and 
refurbishment  of  equipment  an/i  facilities 
associated  with  tbe  burning  of  coal  at  Sayre- 
vlUe  7  and  8  are  estimated  to  he  approxi¬ 
mately  $37,102,000,  which  assumes  that  flue 
gas  desulfurisation  equipment  (venturi 
scrubbers  included)  will  be  required  at  a 
cost  of  $28464J>00  to  comply  with  the  air 
pollution  control  requirements  of  tbs  Clean 
Air  Act.  This  estimate  Is  based  on  a  PEDCo- 
Envlronmental  Specialists.  Inc.  report  en¬ 
titled  “Coal  Conversion  Cost  Reasonableness 
Analysis  For  The  Sayrevllle  Generating  Sta- 
tion,“  February  26.  1977,  (hereafter  “PEDCo. 
Report”). 

b.  Annual  "operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  increase  in  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  is 
estimated  to  be  appmimately  $94103,000 
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per  year  including  87.989.000  for  operation 
and  maintenance  of  air  poDatkm  control 
oquipmoBt.  This  osttanate  Is  baaed  on  the 
FSDCo.  Report. 

e.  Fuel  costs.  (1)  Baaed  on  information  sup¬ 
plied  by  JCFL,  the  priee  at  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  available  to  Sayrevllle  7  and  8  M  ap¬ 
proximately  $2.44  per  million  BTU’s  for  oU. 
This  represents  $14.74  per  barrel  of  oil,  as¬ 
suming  64)4  million  BTOIs  per  barreL 

(U)  Based  on  Information  supplied  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  the  price  of  coal 
available  to  Sayrevllle  7  and  8  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $1.07  per  million  BTC'S.  This  repre¬ 
sents  $2690  per  ton  of  coal,  assuming  26.0 
million  BTU's  per  ton. 

(lii)  FRA  estimates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  these  powerplants  will  result  in  the 
reduction  of  approximately  $197  per  million 
BTUIb,  or  $17,1804)00  per  year  in  fuel  costs. 
This  estimate  is  based  on  fuel  consumption 
presuming  Sayreville  7  and  8  are  operated  at 
a  weighed  average  6$  percent  capacity  factor 
and  with  an  average  beat  rate  of  104W8  BTU's 
per  kilowatt  hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  sssociated  with  con¬ 
version.  Am  a  result  of  the  conversion  of 
Sayrevllls  7  and  8.  there  wUl  be  an  estimated 
total  annual  Increase  in  costs  Incurred,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  approximately 
$199664)00. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basU  for  deciding 
whether  the  conversion  of  Sayrevllle  7  and  8 
is  reasonabie.  Financial  Impacts  of  the  con¬ 
version  wUl  be  felt  by  the  utUlty  and  by 
the  consumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  tbe  utiUty  will 
incur  addittonal  annual  capital  investment 
coats.  Including  financing  costs,  of  approxi- 
matsly  $99664)00  (this  represents  an  amor¬ 
tised  cost  over  tbs  11  years  remaining  useful 
life  of  these  powerplants  after  conversion, 
and  is  baaed  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  26.2 
percent  of  the  total  initial,  capital  invest¬ 
ment  of  $37,102,000)  and  additional  annual 
operating  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive 
of  futi  costs,  at  approximately  $9,903,000 
(these  figures  are  derived  from  the  figures  in 
paragraphs  A.1A..  and  b.).  hut  will  experi¬ 
ence  an  annual  fuel  cost  savings  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $17.1$9,000.  (See  paragraph  A.lc.) 
The  estimated  net  annual  increase  in  cost  of 
producing  Mectrlcity  at  Sayrevllle  7  and  8 
after  conversion  will  be  $2,069,000. 

Increased  costs  for  qonverslon  wlU  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  tbe  decrease  In  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  In  an  Increase  in  the 
cost  of  producing  elsctrlclty  at  Sayrevllle  7 
and  8.  The  costs  to  the  utiUty  resulting  from 
s  Prohibition  Order  ultimately  will  be  re¬ 
covered  In  rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Sayrevltle  7  and  8  will 
result  in  an  estlmsted  annual  equivalent 
savings  of  2,086,000  barrels  of  oU  that  other¬ 
wise  would  be  tised  In  providing  steam  for 
electric  power  generation.  The  ooet  of  con- 
versloD  per  barreU  of  oU  saved  Is  estimated 
to  be  8099. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of 
coal  would  be  expected  to  inereaee  the  cost 
of  producing  electricity  at  Sayrevllle  7  and 
8,  RA  propcees  to  find  that  su^  Increased 
cost,  per  barrel  of  oil  saved,  to  not  unrea- 
Bon«d>le.  This  determination  to  based  on  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  subetanttol  savings  of  oil 
that  will  result  from  this  conversion.  The 
determination  that  the  costs  of  ccmvertlng 
are  not  unreasonable  to  further  supported  by 
ocmsidcratlon  of  such  costs  In  relation  to  tbe 
expected  11  years  remaining  useful  life  of 
the  powerplants  aftar  oonverskm,  the  size 
and  resources  of  General  Pnblle  UtUtties 
Corporation  as  examined  In  tbe  following 
analysis  of  financial  capability,  the  nature 
of  the  expected  operations  of  thsse  power- 
plants,  and  pckentlal  future  Incraaen  in  the 
fuel  coet  dlllbreotial  in  favor  of  coal. 
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3.  Financial  capabilities  oj  General  PubUe 
Utilities  Corporetton. — a.  Hecoverg  of  capital 
investment.  FEA  propoMS  to  And  that  eom- 
pltanca  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Sayre- 
▼ille  7  and  •  woold  be  economically  feasible. 
PEA'S  analysis  took  Into  consideration  the 
$37,101,000  additional  capital  Insestment  re¬ 
quired  for  Oeneral  Public  Untlltles  Oorpora- 
tlon  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all  other 
Nor's  which  are  currently  under  considera¬ 
tion,  as  wMl  as  additional  capital  Investment 
costs  related  to  all  other  Notices  of  Inten¬ 
tion.  to  date.  If  any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or 
Construction  Orders,  and  from  all  outstand¬ 
ing  Prohibition  or  OonstmcUon  Orders,  If 
any.  Issued  to  date  under  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  3  (a)  and  (c)  of  E8BCA  to  General 
Public  Utllltlee  Corporation  powerplants. 
PEA  related  these  additional  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  to  General  Public  Utilities  Cor¬ 
poration's  net  property  and  plant  of  $3.4 
billion.  General  Public  Utilities  Corporation’s 
estimate  of  Its  1977-79  construction  budget 
of  $1.3  billion,  the  total  capitalisation  of 
General  Public  Utilities  Corporation  of  $3.3 
billion,  and  the  11  years  remaining  useful 
life  after  conversion  of  Sayrevllle  7  and  8. 

PEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  capital  Investment  cost  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  glveh  the  fliumclng 
relationship  which  exists  between  General 
Public  Utilities  Corporation  and  Its  subsidi¬ 
aries.  and  their  combined  financial  capabil¬ 
ities  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  ci^ltal  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOFs  which  are 
currently  under  consideration  would  be 
$19,388,000.  This  also  represents  the  total  esti¬ 
mated  annual  Incremental  Increase  In  reve¬ 
nue  requirements  of  the  subsidiaries  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Public  Utilities  Corporation.  (RA  also 
took  Into  consideration  revenue  require¬ 
ments  of  the  subsidiaries  ' of  General  Public 
Utilities  Corporation  resulting  from  compli¬ 
ance  with  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to 
date.  If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construc¬ 
tion  Orders,  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  or  Construction  Orders,  If  any.  Is¬ 
sued  to  date  under  authority  of  section  3 
(a)  and  (c)  of  ESBCA  to  Oeneral  Public 
Utilities  Corporation  powerplants).  This  es¬ 
timate  of  $19,358,000  In  revenue  require¬ 
ments  Is  based  on  an  Investment  oriented 
analysis  described  In  an  Ultrasystems  Inc. 
report  entitled  "Computer  Method(dogy  For 
Coal  Conversion  Cost  Reasonableness  Deter¬ 
mination."  August  1978  (hereafter  Tntra- 
systems  Computer  Model") .  The  estimate  In¬ 
cludes  an  Incremental  rate  of  return  on 
retained  earnings  which  are  Invested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  PSA  performed  a 
financial  analysts  baaed  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and -Co.  report  entitled.  "Identifica¬ 
tion  of  Possible  Plnandal  Effects  of  Con¬ 
verting  Certain  Electric  Generating  Facil¬ 
ities  to  the  Use  of  Coal."  Cctober  1976.  This 
analysis  estimated  the  total  annual  Incre¬ 
mental  Increase  In  revenue  requirements  to 
be  $17,849,000  which  assumed  a  predicted 
effect  on  Oeneral  PubUo  Utilities  Corpora¬ 
tion's  financial  statement  and  represents 
revenues  required  to  offset  any  potential  loss 
In  General  Public  Utilities  Corporation's  net 
earnings  per  share  as  report^  for  Fiscal 
Year  ending  1978.) 

The  total  estimated  annual  Increase  In 
costs  of  $19,388,000  associated  with  conver¬ 
sion  ultimately  will  be  reeaversd  In  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  ag¬ 
gregate  value  of  foal  cost  savings  of  a{q>rox- 
Imately  $17489.000  attrlbutahle  to  oompU- 
anoe  with  this  ROZ  and  all  other  ttOTs 
currently  under  consideration,  the  net  an¬ 


nual  revenue  requirements  of  General  Pub¬ 
lic  Utilities  Corporation  should  Increase  by 
approximately  $3,009,000. 

4.  Ooneumer  impact.  The  JCPtj.  a  wholly- 
owned  subsidiary  of  General  Publle  Utilities 
Corporation,  Is  the  owner  and  operator  of 
the  Sayrevllle  Generating  StatHui  and  the 
relevant  entity  for  considering  the  consumer 
Impact  of  compliance  with  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Sayrevllle  7  and  8. 

The  potential  Initial  Impact  of  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  to  Sayrevllle  7  and  8  Is  a  net 
Increase  In  revenues  required  from  JCPL 
consumers  of  approximately  $0X100077  per 
kilowatt  hour  of  tieotrlclty  sold  1^  JCPL. 
This  estimate  Is  based  on  PEA’s  analysis  of 
the  Ultrasystems  Computer  Model. 

The  actual  amount  of  the  Increase  wlU 
d^>end  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  In¬ 
vestment  necessary  to  comply  with  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order,  the  methods  which  General  Pub¬ 
lic  Utilities  Corporation  sMects  to  finance 
the  increased  costs  associated  with  burning 
coal  as  a  primary  energy  source  at  Sayrevllle 
7  and  8,  the  extent  to  which  the  cost  In¬ 
crease  is  spread  among  JCPL  consumers,  the 
regulations  or  policies  of  the  regulatory  agen¬ 
cies  with  Jurisdiction  over  JCPL  regarding  In¬ 
clusion  of  such  cost  Increases  In  consumer 
rates,  the  actual  amount  of  the  fuel  cost 
differential,  and  other  factors. 

B.  Consistertcg  with  the  purposes  of 
ESKCA.  Becaioe  the  issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Sayrevllle  7  and  8  will  discourage 
the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products 
and  encourage  the  increased  use  of  coal,  PEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be  consistent  with  the  purpose  ESBCA  to 
provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the 
essential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  which  PEA  Is  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effecttvenase  of 
a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  powerplants  to  comply  with  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  other  appUcable  environ¬ 
mental  protection  requlrementa,  PEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order  to 
Sayrevllle  7  and  8  would  be  consistent  with 
the  purpose  of  ESBCA  to  provide  for  a  means 
to  assist  In  meeting  the  essential  needs  of 
the  United  States  for  fuels  In  a  manner 
which  Is  consistent,  to  the  fullest  extent 
practicable,  with  existing  national  commit¬ 
ments  to  protect  and  Improve  the  environ¬ 
ment. 

III.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  toill  be  available  to  these  posoerplants 
during  the  period  until  December  31, 1934. — 
A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sulBcient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UH.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  data  Mk>w  a 
demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Bplfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1974,  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
[hereafter  “BOM  Survey”]),  Within  these 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  300  bil¬ 
lion  tons  contain  1  percent  or  less  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  certain  quan¬ 
tities  of  these  reserves  are  expected  to  be 
available,  FEA  has  examined  several  studies, 
referenced  herein,  whldi  together  provide 
the  best  current  evldance  as  to  coal  avail¬ 
ability  tor  the  period  ending  December  31, 
1984. 

3.  National  coal  prodnetkm  and  demand. 
The  comparleon.  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production.  coal  de¬ 

mand.  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production 
(derived  from  lesponsm  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  oompanlm)  ahows  that  there 
should  be  sulllclent  pcoduetloa  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  produc¬ 


tion  are  not  yet  fully  developed  because 
few  coal  producers  have  firm  expansion 
plans  that  extend  that  far  into  the  future; 
however,  the  projected  total  planned  na¬ 
tional  coal  production  for  1985  already  meets 
99  percent  of  the  total  UJS.  demand  expected 
in  1988.  With  time,  more  potential  mine  de¬ 
velopments  will  become  firm  plans,  thus 
Increasing  the  planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conser¬ 
vatively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable 
to  produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quantities: 


Potential 

production 

Tear:  {milUon  tons) 

1977  . .  733.  3 

1978  _ _ _  791.  6 

1979  _  861.4 

1980  _ 911.7 

1981  .  980.0 

1983 .  994.  3 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  .  1,038.7 

1988 . 1,019.6 


The  figures  shoam  above  are  derived  from 
PEA’S  "Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study"  (May 
1978).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plana  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond 
1980.  The  1986  projection,  therefore,  tends  to 
underestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study.  "Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  ’Through  1985  by  Quality  Char- 
acterlstloe,"  August  1976,  (hereafter  “Avail¬ 
ability  Study")  Indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  (mltHofi  toms) 

1977 . . . .  48.  4 

1978- . .  133.3 

1979  . . .  337  1 

1980  .  387.3 

1981  .  344.0 

1983  .  883.9 

1983-. _ _  390.  1 

1984  .  469.5 

1985  . . . .  544.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  Increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  PEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  section  3(a)  of  ESECA.  is  as  fol¬ 
lows  {PEA  1973  National  Energy  Outlook); 


Demassd 

Tear:  (milUon  tone) 

1977  . 098 

1978  .  730 

1979  _  784 

1980  _  790 

1981  . 843 

1983 . 887 

1983 _  935 

1084  _  985 

1085  . - .  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  trom  an  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prohlbltton  Or- 
dara  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  of  section  3(a)  of  ESECA  Is  as  follows 
("Coal  Availability  and  Demand:  Bound  X 
and  n  Coal  Conversion  Candidates,"  August 
1976,  (hereafter  "Coal  Conversion  Study’’)): 


Demand 

Tear:  (mUUon  tone) 

1977  . 8.4 

1978  .  10.0 

1979  _  18.0 

1980  . 18.0 

1981  .  30.3 

1981  .  41.4 

1983  .  41.4 

1984  .  41.4 
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Nonces 


3.  Characteristic  coal  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA'8  "ATailablllty  Study”  Identlflee 
coal  ot  qieciflc  quaUty  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  Sayrevllle  7  and  8.  The  surrey 
is  bfksed  on  data  from  81  mining  companies 
that  supplied  useful  information  on  98  min¬ 
ing  units.  Responses  from  these  companies 
identified  planned  production  of  coed  which 
is  not  now  omnmitted  to  a  specific  buyer.  Fm 
those  companies  which  did  not  respond  to 
the  surrey.  FEA  estimated  their  uncommit¬ 
ted  planned  production  based  on  their  1974 
production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  povoerplants.  FEA’s  “Coed  Conversion 
Study”  has  determined  that  cyclone  boilers 
of  the  type  used  at  Sayrerille  7  and  8  will  be 
able  to  burn  coed  of  the  following  character¬ 
istics  and  comply  with  all  applicable  air  pol¬ 
lution  control  requirements: 


Btu’s/lb  . >13,000 

Moisture  (percent) _  •  16 

Ash  softening  temp.  ( *F) _  *  3, 800 

Volatile  (percent) _  >16 

Ash  softenmg  temp.  (*F) _  *3,300 

Sulfur  (approx.)  (percent)... -  *3 


Production 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  _  7, 388 

1978  .  18.687 

1979  _ _  43.389 

1980  _ 49. 169 

1981  .  68.389 

1983  _ _ 81.387 

1983  .  86.831 

1984  _ 79. 190 


f.  Regional  SSECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  eharaeteristie. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac- 
t«istic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  Afi.e.. 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  characteristic  from  BCHd  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  16  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  section  3(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  is 
estimated  in  FEA’s  “Coal  Conversion  Study” 
as  follows: 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 


1  Minimum. 

*  Maximum. 

b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  these 
povoerplants.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  udilch  would  re- 
8\ilt  from  this  NOI  is  estimated  to  be  as 
follows: 

Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1982  and  thereafter _  604 

c.  National  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal.  The  FEA  “Coal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  coal  of  the  type  d^ 
scribed  in  pcuvigraph  A.3.a.,  above,  is  uncom¬ 
mitted  to  a  specific  buyer  and  will  be  poten¬ 
tially  available  to  Sayreville  7  and  8  in  a  na¬ 
tionwide  market  as  follows: 


Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . — . .  7.288 

1978  - 18,637 

1979  . . : _ 18,289 

1980  . .  49,  169 

1981  . 68,289 

1982  . 81,337 

1983  _  86,321 

1984  .  79.190 


1977  . 3.898 

1978  _  6.340 

1979  _ _ _  7,  111 

1980  _  13.018 

1981  _ 18,844 

1982  _  33,486 

1983  _ 83.486 

1984  . 38,486 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coal  from 
BOM  Districts  1  through  16  with  a  lfil-2fi0 
percent  sulfur  content  (which  includes  the 
2.0  maximum  sulfm  content  described  in 
paragraph  A.3a.,  above)  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued 
to  date  under  authority  of  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA  is  estimated  in  FEA’s  “Coal  Con¬ 
version  Study”  as  follows: 

Demand 

(thousand 

tons) 

percent 

sulfur 

Year:  1.81  to  2 JO 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  demand  for 
coal,  regardless  of  characteristics.  TTie  na- 
ti<mal  planned  production  of  characteristic 
coal,  as  stated  in  paragnq>h  Afi.c.,  above,  ex¬ 
ceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  regardless  of 
characteristic  expected  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to  date 
under  section  2(a)  of  ESECA.  National 
ESECA  Prohibition  Order  demand’  as  previ¬ 
ously  stated  in  paragraph  A.2.C.,  above,  is: 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . 6,400 

1978  . . 10.000 

1979  _ 13.000 

1980  . . 18,000 

1981  . 20,200 

1982  . 41,400 

1983  . 41,400 

1984  . . 41,400 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coal.  Coal  with  the  characteristics 
described  in  paragraph  AJa.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  SayreviUe  7  and  8  (in  a  probable  regional 
supply/demand  relationship  related  to  the 
locatKm  of  these  powerplants)  from  Bureau 
af  Mines  (B<»l)  Districts  1  through  16  as 
follows: 


1977  . 0 

1978  _ _ 0 

1979  _  83 

1980  . . 877 

1981  _ 877 

1982  . 10,170 

1983  . .' . 10,170 

1984  . . .  10. 170 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal 
stated  in  paragraph  A.3.e..  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph  A.8.a., 
above,  far  exceeds  the  potential  ESECA 
regional  demand  for  coal  by  sulfur 
characteristic. 

4.  State  or  local  latos.  FEA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  policies  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilization  of  ooal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figxires,  and 
none  have  been  brought  to  FEA’s  attention. 

6.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availlblllty  Study” 
has  identified  nationally  and  m  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  16  uncommitted 
coal  production  that  meets  the  requirements 
of  Sayreville  7  and  8  as  described  in  para¬ 
graph  A.3a.  above.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
this  uncommitted  ooal  exists  in  amounts 
suffUclent  m  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 
additional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Distriets,  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Pnmibltlon  Orders  Issued  to 


7 


date  under  authority  of  section  3(a)  of 
ESECA. 

Coal  for  Sayreville  7  and  8  will  probably 
be  bought  from  producers  according  to 
regional  supply/demand  relationships  re¬ 
lated  to  the  powerplants’  locations  from 
Bureau  of  Mines  Districts  1  through  16.  FEA 
observes,  however,  that  these  powerplants 
could  purchase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such 
production  becomes  available.  (“The 
Feasibility  of  Considering  Expanded  Use  of 
Western  Coal  by  Midwestern  and  Eastern 
Utilities  in  the  Poiod  1978  and  Beyond,” 
School  of  Engineering,  University  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  November  7,  1976.) 

B.  Coal  transportation— I .  Location  of 
povoerplants  and  ooal  supply.  Based  on  an 
FEA  study,  “Utility  Analysis  of  Coal  ’Trans¬ 
portation  Availability,”  November  1976, 
(hereafter  “Transp<Miatlon  Availability 
Study”),  coal  fen-  Sayreville  7  and  8  would 
probably  come  from  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM) 
District  8  as  the  primary  supply  area  and 
from  District  13  as  the  alternate  source 
location.  While  these  supply  areas  are  the 
nearest  available  potential  sources  able  to 
supply  complying  coia  to  these  powerplants, 
complying  coal  can  be  transferred  by  rail 
from  other  Identified  sources  within  the 
United  States.  The  analysis  of  transportation 
availability  is  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routes.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  A  primary  route 
for  coal  delivery  from  BOM  District  8  for 
Sayreville  7  and  8  would  originate  on  the 
Norfolk  &  Western  (N&W)  Railroad  which 
can  carry  the  coal  to  Hagerstown,  Maryland, 
then  Consolidated  Railroad  Corporation 
(Conrall)  can  take  the  coal  to  New  York's 
Port  Reading  pier,  where  it  is  transferred  to 
Sayreville  7  and  8  on  the  Raritan  River  by 
inland  barges  operated  by  Express  Marine  or 
Red  Star  Towing  and  Transportation.  The 
total  rail  distance  is  approximately  800  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  8 
would  involve  originating  coal  on  the  Chessle 
(Chesapeake  A  Ohio)  to  Huntington,  West 
Virginia,  to  Pittsburgh,  Pa.  on  the  Baltimore 
&  Ohio  (Chessle) ,  to  Port  Reading,  New  York, 
on  Conrall  and  by  barge  to  the  plant  as 
above. 

Another  alternate  route  from  the  alternate 
supply  source  would  be  to  originate  coal  from 
BOM  District  18  (Alabama)  to  Bristol,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  on  the  Southern  Line  via  Chattanooga, 
Tenn.  the  NAW  to  Hagerstown,  Md.,  and  to 
the  plant  as  m  the  primary  route. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  NAW, 
the  expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  for 
Sayreville  7  and  8,  has  approximately  64,000 
hopper  cars  with  an  estimated  average  ca¬ 
pacity  of  86  tons.  Using  an  average  number 
of  deliveries  of  20  per  year  per  86-ton  car, 
the  NAW  may  need  as  many  as  300  additional 
cars  to  handle  the  Increased  demand  from 
Sayreville  7  and  8.  This  estimate  assumes 
that  the  railroad  would  neither  have  excess 
originating  capacity  nor  obtain  cars  from 
other  carriers  in  the  wiginating  vicinity. 

The  NAW  indicated  that  it  is  willing  to 
acquire  any  needed  capacity  involved  in 
shipment  to  Sayreville  7  and  8  and  that  it 
would  modify  its  expansion  plans  with  de¬ 
mand  conditions.  TTie  railroad  also  indicated 
that  its  carrying  capacity  could  be  expanded 
as  quickly  as  the  utility  prepares  to  burn 
coal. 

FEA’s  “Transportation  AvaUablllty  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Pnfiiibltlon 
Order  candidates  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transp<»rting  ooal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  transportation 
oar  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity, 
including  unloading  docks,  where  iqipllca- 
ble,  and  took  into  account  projections  made 
by  all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  de- 
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mand  for  all  types  of  tran^Kirtatlon  facUl- 
tlSB  aasumlBg  all  powsrplants  stodied  ware  to 
reoetre  orders  under  section  9<a)  of  ESSCA. 

The  NAW  Indicated  that  transportation 
tacUlttes  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM 
District  •  senred  by  the  NhW  are  In  satis¬ 
factory  operating  condition  and  that  loading 
facilities  could  handle  the  required  coal 
v(riiimss 

PBA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  iq>parent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  smy  alternate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  DntinmtUm  earlier  end  potoerplant 
/acUitiMM.  Goal  wotild  be  detlrered  to  Sayre- 
vUls  7  and  g  by  Inland  barge  from  New 
York's  Port  Reading.  Csprees  Marine  and  Red 
Star  Towing  and  Transportation  hare  ex¬ 
pressed  willingness  to  pr^de  the  neoessary 
barging  servlcss.  Although  present  barge 
capacity  Is  sulBclent  to  handle  the  needs  of 
this  plant.  If  all  the  coaverslon  candidates 
are  ordered  to  convert,  new  barges  will  have 
to  be  built.  The  barge  companies  have  Indi¬ 
cated  that  they  are  wlUlng  to  undertake  the 
necessary  oonstraction  given  sUmclent  lead 
time  and  a  long  term  barging  commitment. 

SayrevlUe  7  and  8  are  equipped  with  a  coid 
tower  with  a  bucket  unloading  system.  Since 
the  eqtUpment  has  not  been  In  routine  use 
for  several  years,  some  time  will  be  spent  on 
minor  repairs  to  put  It  in  operating  condi¬ 
tion.  It  Is  expected  that  these  repairs  can  be 
accomplished  prior  to  the  effective  date  for 
coal  biumlng. 

There  are  no  other  obstacles  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  SayrevlUe  7  and  g. 

8.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facilities 
wlU  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohibition 


Sm  lias  2  ol  sttschmeal  1. 

6.  The  proposed  changes  in  Tbble  1,  above, 
are  tisnii  on  the  best  tnformaUon  available 
to  PBA  and  the  Pbdwal  Power  Commission 
(PPO  Pbrm  UB-g  dated  Oegobsr  9g.  1974) 
at  the  Miwa  thw  HOI  Is  Msned.  PBA  has 
taken  into  eonshtsratton  the  possibility  that 
the  proposed  changes  amy  not  be  ooraplstsd 


Order  is  expected  to  be  In  effect  since  no 
major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over  the 
primary  route  to  SayrevlUe  7  and  g  pteeently 
exist,  and  alternate  routes  are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat~ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  their  pri¬ 
mary  energg  source  will  not  impair  the  re- 
habtHtg  of  service  in  the  area  served  by  the 
affected  powerplants.  Based  on  an  analysis 
of  the  information  submitted  to  FXA  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commleelon.  and  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  PKA  proposes  to  find  that  the  Issuance 
of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  SayrevlUe  7  and  g 
wlU  not  Inqialr  the  reliability  of  service  In 
the  area  served  by  these  powerplanta.  This 
proposed  finding  Is  based  on  the  facts  and 
Interpretations  stated  b^w. 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 

1.  The  SayrevUle  Oenoratlng  Statton  is  owned 
by  JCPL,  which  le  owned  by  Qeneral  Public 
Utilities  Corporation,  which  Is  a  member  of 
the  Pennsylvania/New  Jeraey/Maryland 
(PJM)  Interconnectlcm  system,  which  Is 
within  the  geographical  area  of  the  Mid- 
Atlantic  Area  CouncU  regional  electric  re¬ 
liability  coimcU. 

2.  The  term  “dispatching  system”  as  used 
in  the  proposed  finding  means  the  PJM. 

3.  The  groBS  ciq>acity,  as  of  September  1978. 
of  aU  dlspiatchlng  system  powerplants  was 
44,543  MW.  (See  line  1  of  attachment  1). 

4.  Proposed  changes  up  to  the  p«riod  in 
which  SayrevUle  7  and  S  would  implement  a 
PnUiibltion  Order  will  result  In  the  gross  ca¬ 
pacity  Indicated  on  line  3  of  attachment  L 
because  of  the  following  changes  In  the  dis¬ 
patching  system  listed  In  Table  I: 


by  ttie  Indicated  effective  date,  but  has 
determined  that  In  sucffi  event,  with  minor 
modifications  to  the  projected  schedule  of 
changes  contained  In  Tbble  1,  grass  capacity 
In  the  dispatching  system  wosdd  not  be 
signlllcantly  affected  during  the  period  re¬ 
quired  for  the  conversion  of  BayteTllle  t 


aiul  B.  FKA  assumes  outsgss  tor  conversian 
at  those  times  that  are  opttmaUy  aultad.  In 
terms  of  forecast  peak  load  partoda,  to  main¬ 
tain  reliabUlty  of  service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  A  forecast  of  the  peak  load  for 
the  dispatching  system  during  the  period 
In  which  SayrevUle  7  and  g  would  implement 
a  Prohibition  Order  to  as  Indicated  on  line 
g  oi  attachment  1. 

3.  The  forecast  peak  load  has  been  com¬ 
pared  with  the  peak  load  In  a  previous 
simUar  period.  The  annual  peak  load  growth 
rate  for  this  forecast  to  5  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the 
dispatching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outages 
tor  normal  maintenance,  including  other 
powerplants  Implementing  ProhlbltlOD  Or¬ 
ders  and  nuclear  plant  refueling  within 
the  dispatching  system  during  the  period 
In  which  SayrevlUe  7  and  g  may  be  im¬ 
plementing  a  Prohibition  Order,  may  result 
in  some  loss  of  capacity  which  to  expected 
to  be  as  indicated  on  line  4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  2  months  for  each 
powerplant  to  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications.  Installations,  or  other 
physical  adjustments  required  by  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  should  it  become  effective.  The 
powerplants  may  be  less  than  fuUy  dapand- 
able  during  the  period  of  on-line  tasting 
and  adjustment  following  such  modifica¬ 
tions.  This  period  Is  not  expected  to  exceed 
30  days.  To  take  advantage  of  the  maximum 
reserve  capacity,  these  projected  outages  are 
most  likely  to  occur  during  the  ^rlng  load 
period.  The  potential  lose  of  capacity  from 
a  combined  outage  of  SayrevlUe  7  and  8 
would  be  approximately  348  MW  (line  7  of 
attachment  l) .  This  represents  the  maximum 
potential  loss  due  to  outages  at  thsee 
powerplants.  but  It  Is  expected  that  Sayrw- 
ville  7  and  8  will  be  Implemenlng  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  at  different  times.  This 
rrutximum  potential  loss  of  248  MW  to  In¬ 
cluded  in  the  total  outages  Indicated  on 
line  6  of  attachment  1.  (The  easumed  con¬ 
version  period  ^reclfied  on  attachment  1 
to  shown  for  the  purpose  of  illustration 
only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system  include  normal  sched¬ 
uled  rxuUntenance  for  aU  powerplants  (line 
4  of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  5  of  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  implementing  ProhiblUon 
Orders.  Maximum  projected  outages  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  as  Indicated  on  line  8  of  attach¬ 
ment  1,  thereby  reduclxrg  the  groae  capadtir 
and  resulting  In  a  net  dependable  capacity 
for  the  dUqratc.hlng  systam. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis^ 
patching  system.  1.  Baaed  on  the  foregoing 
Information,  the  net  dependable  capacity  of 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  tloao 
of  Implementation  of  a  prohlbltton  Order 
would  be  as  Indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

3.  Comparing  this  net  dependable  eiqraeltf 
to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  Indicates  that  the  taaerve 
capacity  shown  on  lino  10  of  attachment  1 
would  exist  for  th#  dispatching  system. 

8.  Comparison  of  this  reserve  capacity  to 
the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8  of 
atta<dunent  1  reeults  In  a  reoMwe  margin  as 
Indleated  on  line  11  of  attachment  l  (aa  oon- 
trsstad  with  a  rsssrvs  margin  as  Indloatsd 
on  line  11  of  attachment  1  If  no  units  ware 
rsmovsd  from  service  due  to  ProhiblUon 
Orders). 


Table  1 


Powerplant  destonstieo 

Fuel 

Type  of  cliange 

Capacity 

choQi^ 

(megawatts) 

Effective 

data 

IUU«*1  1  . . 

Niidesr . 

. Add . 

■  +1090 

DfV.  1876. 

liMrliMM  nmeik  4  .  .  _ 

Od . 

. Add . 

+8S0 

Jan.  1977. 

Nuelesr . 

. Add . 

+900 

Mar.  1977. 

Coal . 

. .  Retire . . . 

-12 

Do. 

. do . 

. ...do . . . . 

-5 

Do. 

OouM  8t.  1 . 

ou . 

. ...do . 

-S3 

Apr.  1877. 

llfMilH  flt..  2  _  .  - 

ou . 

. ..do . — .... 

-33 

Do. 

on . 

. Add . 

+6.25 

May  1977. 

RMtfTB  It 

OH . 

. Add . 

+6.25 

Do. 

ou  _ 

.  Retire . 

-.7 

Da 

rUlKurt  %  _  _ 

ou _  - 

. . Add._ . 

+180 

Da 

Oool  _ 

Add . 

.+«a 

Oct.  1977. 

_ Add . 

+*7 

May  1978. 

on . 

. Rsdre . 

-83 

JUBSlWS. 

ou . 

-38 

Da 

M—l— r 

„„  Add . 

+UU 

May  1979. 

Cool _ 

_ Add . 

+445.5 

Da 

Ofl . 

....  Add . 

+610 

Feb.  1960. 

Chalk  Polal  4 . 

on . 

. Add . 

+6n 

May  1986. 

riefAer 

..  ..  Add . 

+1606  Nev.  ms. 

Oil  _ 

Retire . .  .  . 

-.7  May  UU. 

OU . 

-25  Jsa.  IMS. 

Westport  18 . 

OU . 

. do . . . 

-to 

Do. 

WfStport  14 . 

on . 

. . do . . 

Do. 

on . 

. AM . . 

+410  Feb.  1IS2. 

Totals:  f 

Added . .’  ... 

+60M 

Retired . jL.... 

-M5 

- 

Net  change . . 

+8786 
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4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  considers 
this  to  be  an  acceptable  reserve  margin  tak¬ 
ing  into  consideration  the  geographical  lo¬ 
cation  of  Sayreville  7  and  8. 

6.  At  the  completion  of  the  conversion 
there  will  be  a  net  6.8  MW  derating  of  Sayre¬ 
ville  7  and  8  as  a  result  of  using  coal  as  their 
primary  energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  system  intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  9,250 
MW  into  the  dispatching  system.  This  capac¬ 
ity  may  provide  an  additional  resource  of 
electric  power  during  the  Implementation 
period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability  of 
service. 

E.  Conclusion.  If  dispatching  system  con¬ 
ditions,  including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
SayrevUle  7  and  8,  are  as  presently  ftsrecast 
during  the  time  required  to  implement  a 
Prohibition  Order  by  Sayreville  7  and  8, 
toere  will  be  no  impairment  of  reliability  of 
service  within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  in  the 
area  served  by  JCPL  or  in  the  dispatching 
system  as  a  result  of  the  Order. 


ITiese  findings,  which  are  now  proposed 
by  FEA,  are  based  on  the  information  that 
has  been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FEA 
jHior  to  the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  In¬ 
tention  (NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prohibition  Order. 

Long  Island  Lighting  Company  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  “utility"  and  as  "LILOO". 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  bum  coal.  PEA  proposes  to  find 
that  on  June  22,  1974,  Powerplant  Number 
10  at  E.  F.  Barrett  Generating  Station  (Bar¬ 
rett  10)  had  the  capability  and  necessary 
plant  equipment  to  burn  coal.  This  proposed 
finding  is  based  on  the  facts  and  interpre¬ 
tations  stated  below : 

A.  ULCO.  in  information  filed  with  FEA 
dated  July  23,  1975,  indicated  that  the  power 
plant  had  in  place  on  June  22,  1974,  a 
boiler  that  was  capable  of  burning  coal. 
The  boiler  had  been  designed  and  construct¬ 
ed  or  modified  to  bum  coal  as  its  primary 
energy  source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant  may  not 
have  been  burning  coal  as  its  primary  energy 
source. 

B.  Based  on  information  LILCO  filed  with 
FEA  dated  July  23,  1976,  and  other  infor¬ 
mation  available  to  FEA,  the  following  plant 
equipment  or  facilities  at  Barrett  10  would 
have  to  be  acquired  or  refurbished  in  order  ^ 
for  the  powerplant  to  bum  coal  as  its  prl-* 
mary  energy  source : 

1.  Coed  handling  equipment. 

2.  Ash  handling  equipment. 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Barrett  10  had  all  other  significant 
plant  equipment  and  facilities  associated 
with  the  burning  of  coed. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  B8BCA  and  the 
regulations  iHomulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para¬ 
graph  B,  above,  do  not  individually  or  in 
cmnblnation  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equiinnent  to  bum  coal 
as  of  June  22, 1974. 

n.  The  burning  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable 
emd  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  BSECA. 
WKA.  proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of 
eoal  at  Barrett  10  In  lieu  of  petroleum  pi^- 


ATTACHHaMT  1 

PJM  Rxuabiutt  Data  SAvazvzLLB 

ASSUMED  CONVERSION  PBUOD  MAR.  l^UMS  SO, 

less 

Megauatt 

capacity 

1.  Gross  capacity  of  PJM  as  of 


Sept.  1,  1976 .  44, 643 

2.  Added  capacity -  8,  789 

3.  Grose  ciqiaclty _  63,332 

4.  Scheduled  outages  for  mainte¬ 

nance  _ 10, 132 

6.  Projected  outages  due  to  prohibi¬ 
tion  orders _  468 

6.  Maximum  projected  outages  due 

to  maintenance  and  prohibition 
orders  (line  4  and  line  6) _ 10, 600 

7.  Unit  outage _  248 

8.  Peak  load  spring  1982 -  32, 923 

9.  Net  d^iendable  capacity _  42,  732 

10.  Reserve  capacity _  9,809 

11.  Reserve  margin  and  (maintenance 

and  prohibition  orders) _  29.79 

12.  Reserve  margin  and  (maintenance 

only) _  31. 22 


ucts  or  natural  gas  is  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purposes  of  ESECA.  This 
finding  is  based  upon  the  presumption  that 
Barrett  10  will  be  operated  at  a  61  percent 
capacity  factor,  has  a  remaining  useful  life 
15  years  (as  of  the  date  of  this  NOI),  is 
expected  to  have  at  least  10  years  remaining 
useful  life  after  conversion  of  the  powerplant, 
and  on  the  facts  and  interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable — 1. 
Costs  associated  with  burning  coal — a.  Capi¬ 
tal  investment  costs.  The  total  initial  capi- 
ted  investment  costs,  exclusive  of  financing 
costs,  that  would  result  from  the  acquisition 
and  refurbishment  of  equipment  and  facili¬ 
ties  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Barrett  10  are  estimated  to  be  approximately 
822,972,000,  which  assumes  that  flue  gas  de¬ 
sulfurization  equipment  (venturi  scrubber 
Included)  will  be  required  at  a  cost  of  $16,- 
674,000  to  comply  with  the  air  pollution 
oontnfi  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
This  estimate  is  based  on  a  PEDCo-Environ- 
mental  Specialists.  Inc.  report  entitled  “Coal 
Conversion  Cost  Reasonableness  Analysis  For 
The  E.  F.  Barrett  Plant,”  Febmary  1977  (here¬ 
after  “PEDOo.  Report*’). 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance  costs. 
The  Increase  in  (grating  and  maintenance 
costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  that  would  re¬ 
sult  from  the  burning  of  coal  is  estimated 
to  be  approximately  $4,678,000  per  year  in¬ 
cluding  $2,617,000  for  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  erf  air  pollution  control  equipment. 
This  estimate  is  based  on  the  PEDCo.  Report. 

c.  Fuel  costs.  (1)  Based  on  information 
supplied  by  LILCO,  the  price  of  pOtroleum 
products  available  to  Barrett  10  is  approx¬ 
imately  $2.28  per  million  BTC’s  for  oil.  This 
represents  $18.93  i>er  bturel  of  oil,  assuming 
6.1  millfam  BTC’s  per  barrel. 

(ii)  Based  on  information  supplied  by  the 
Federal  Poww  Commission,  the  price  of  coal 
available  to  Barrett  10  is  approximately  $1.19 
per  mlllkm  BTC’Z.  ’This  represents  $M.61 
per  ton  of  coal,  assuming  24.8  million  BTUli 
per  ton. 

(ill)  FEA  estimates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  this  powerplant  will  result  in  a  re- 


.ductlon  of  approximately  $1.09  per  million 
BTC’s,  or  $10,797,000  per  year  in  fuel  oosta 
This  estimate  is  based  on  fuel  consumption 
presuming  Barrett  10  Is  operated  at  a  01 
percent  capacity  factor  and  with  an  average 
heat  rate  of  9,800  BTC’s  per  kilowatt  hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  con¬ 
version.  As  a  result  of  the  cimverslon  of  Bar¬ 
rett  10,  there  will  be  an  estimated  total  an¬ 
nual  Increase  in  costs  incurred,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs,  of  approximately  $11343,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
’The  foregcrfng  analysts  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  d«ict<»ng 
whether  the  conversion  of  Barrett  10  is 
reasonable.  Financial  Impacts  of  the  con¬ 
version  wUl  be  felt  by  the  utUity  and  by  the 
consumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utility  will 
incur  addltlimal  annual  capital  investment 
costs,  including  financing  costs,  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $6,665,000  (this  represents  an  amor¬ 
tized  cost  over  the  10  years  remaining  useful 
life  of  this  powerplant  after  conversion,  and 
is  based  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  20.0  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  initial  capital  Investment  of 
$22,9’72,000)  and  additional  imnnAi  operating 
and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs,  of  iqiproxlmately  $4,678,000  (these 
figures  are  derived  from  the  figures  in  para¬ 
graph  A.l  a.  and  b.),  but  will  experience  an 
annual  fuel  cost  savings  of  approximately 
$10,797,000.  (See  paragraph  A.l.c.)  ’Ihe  esti¬ 
mated  net  annual  increase  in  ^e  cost  of 
producing  electricity  at  Barrett  10  after  con¬ 
version  will  be  $546,000. 

Increased  costs  for  conversion  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs.  The  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  Increase  in  the 
cost  of  producing  electricity  at  Barrett  10. 
’The  costs  to  the  utility  resulting  from  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  ultimately  will  be  recovered 
in  rates. 

The  use  of  coal  at  Barrett  10  wlU  result  in 
an  estimated  annual  equivalent  savings  of 
1,621,000  barrels  of  oil  that  otherwise  would 
be  used  in  providing  steam  for  electric  power 
generation.  ’The  cost  of  conversion  per  barrel 
of  oil  saved  is  estimated  to  be  $0.84. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
would  be  expected  to  Increase  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
ducing  electricity  at  Barrett  10,  FEA  proposes 
to  find  that  such  increased  cost,  per  barrel  of 
oil  saved,  is  not  unreasonable.  This  determi¬ 
nation  is  based  on  consideration  erf  the  sub¬ 
stantial  savings  of  oU  that  wUl  result  from 
this  conversion.  The  determination  that  the 
costs  of  converting  are  not  unreasonable  is 
further  supported  by  consideration  of  such 
costs  in  relation  to  the  expected  10  years  re¬ 
maining  useful  life  of  the  powerplant  after 
conversion,  the  size  and  resources  of  ULCO 
as  examined  in  the  following  analysis  of  fi¬ 
nancial  capability,  the  nature  of  the  expected 
(^rations  of  this  powerplant,  and  potential 
future  Increases  in  the  fuel  cost  differential 
in  favor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Long  Island 
Lighting  Company. — a.  Recovery  of  capital 
investment.  FKA  propoees  to  find  that  c<Mn- 
pliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Barrett 
10  would  be  economically  feasible.  FEA’s 
analysis  took  into  oonstderatlon  the  $64,966,- 
000  additional  capltsd  Investment  required 
for  ULOO  to  comply  with  this  NOI  and  all 
other  NOI’s  which  are  currently  under  con- 
stderatlim,  as  well  as  additional  oi^ltal  in¬ 
vestment  coats  related  to  al  other  notices  of 
Intention,  to  date.  If  any.  to  issue  Prohibi¬ 
tion  or  Construction  Orders,  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  if  any,  issued  to  date  under  authority 
of  section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA  to  LILOO’s 
powerplants.  FEA  rMated  these  additional 
capital  Investment  oosts  to  LILOO’s  net  prop¬ 
erty  and  plant  of  $1.7  billion.  ULOO'S  ssti- 
mate  of  its  1977-79  construction  budget  of 


Appendix — Proposed  Findings  and  Rationale  for  Notice  or  Intention  To  Issue  a 

Prohibition  Order 

ESECA  and  the  FEA  regulations  require  FEA  to  make  certain  findings  before  issuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  FEA’s  proposed  findings  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerplant  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  alsd  set  forth. 


Owner 

Oenerating  station 

TTnit 

IxtcaUon 

No. 

No. 

OFU-122 

Lone  Island  Lighting  Co . 

. E.  F.  Barrett . 

10 

IsUnd  Park,  N.Y. 
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$1.1  billion,  the  total  capitalization  LILOO 
of  $1.7  billion,  and  the  10  yean  remaining 
useful  life  after  conrerslon  Barrett  10. 

FEA  does  not  consider  the  effect  ot  this 
added  capital  Investment  cost  to  represent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capabilities  of  LILCO  to  assume  such  costs. 

b.  Total  annual  costs  associated  toith  con¬ 
version.  The  total  estimated  annual  Increase 
In  costs  (amortized  Increased  capital  Invest¬ 
ment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel 
costs)  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal  as 
opposed  to  oil  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOT  and  all  other  NOI's  which  are 
currently  imder  consideration  would  be  $29,- 
141,000.  This  also  represents  the  total  esti¬ 
mated  annual  Incremental  Increase  In  reve¬ 
nue  requirements  of  the  utility.  (FEA  also 
took  Into  consideration  revenue  require¬ 
ments  of  lilliCO  resulting  from  compliance 
with  all  other  Notices  at  Intention.  *to  date. 
If  any,  to  Issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  from  cdl  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders.  If  any.  Issued  to  date 
under  authority  of  section  2  (a)  and  (c)  of 
ESECA  to  LILCO  powerplants.)  This  estimate 
of  $29,141,000  In  revenue  requirements  Is 
based  on  an  Investment  oriented  analysis  de¬ 
scribed  In  an  Ultrasystems  Inc.  report  en¬ 
titled  “Computer  Methodology  For  Coal  Con¬ 
version  Cost  Reasonableness  Determination," 
August  1976,  (hereafter  “Ultrasystems  Com¬ 
puter  Model”).  The  estimate  includes  an 
Incremental  rate  of  return  on  retained  earn¬ 
ings  which  are  Invested. 

(For  comparison  with  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results,  FEA  performed  a 
financial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  “Identification 
Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Generating  Facilities  To  The 
Use  Of  Coal,"  October  1978.  This  analysis 
estimated  the  total  annual  Incremental  In¬ 
crease  in  revenue  requirements  to  be  $27,- 
917,000,  which  assumed  a  predicted  effect 
on  LILCO’s  financial  statement  and  repre¬ 
sents  revenues  required  to  offset  any  poten¬ 
tial  loss  In  LILCO’s  net  earnings  per  share 
as  reported  for  Fiscal  Year  ending  1975.) 

The  total  estimated  annual  increase  In 
costs  of  $29,141,000  associated  with  conver¬ 
sion  ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  resetting  ag¬ 
gregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approx¬ 
imately  $26,070,000  attributable  to  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOI’s  cur¬ 
rently  under  consideration,  the  net  annual 
revenue  requirements  of  the  utility  should 
increase  by  approximately  $3,071,000. 

4.  Consumer  impact.  The  potential  initial 
Impact  ot  a  prohibition  Order  to  Barrett  10  Is 
a  net  increase  In  revenues  required  from 
LILCO  consumers  of  approximately  $0.00005 
per  kilowatt  hour  of  electricity  sold  by  LIL¬ 
CO.  ’This  estimate  Is  based  on  FEA’s  analysis 
of  the  Ultrasystems  Computer  Model. 

’The  actual  amount  of  the  increase  will 
depend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  Invest¬ 
ment  necessary  to  comply  with  a  Prohibition 
Order,  the  methods  which  ULCO  selects  of 
financing  the  increased  costs  associated  with 
burning  coal  as  a  primary  energy  source  at 
Barrett  10,  the  extent  to  which  the  cost  in¬ 
crease  Is  spread  among  LILCO  consiuners,  the 
regulations  or  policies  of  the  regulatory 
agencies  with  Jurisdiction  over  LILCO  re¬ 
garding  inclusion  of  such  cost  increases  In 
consumer  rates,  the  actual  amount  of  .the 
fuel  cost  differential,  and  other  fact<MS. 

B.  Consistency  with  the  purposes  of 
ESECA.  Because  the  Issuance  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  to  Barrett  10  will  discourage  the  use 
of  natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  and 
encourage  the  Increased  use  of  coal,  FEA 
proposes  to  conclude  that  this  action  would 
be' consistent  with  the  purpose  of  ESECA  to 


provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meeting  the  es¬ 
sential  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analy¬ 
sis  which  FEA  la  required  to  conduct  prior 
to  Issuance  of  a  Notice  of  Effectiveness  of 
a  Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  this  powerplant  to  comply  with  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  other  applicable  mvlron- 
mental  protection  requirements,  FEA  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Barrett  10  would  be  consistent  with  the 
purpose  of  ESECA  to  provide  for  a  means 
to  assist  In  meeting  the  needs  of  the  United 
States  for  fuels  In  a  manner  which  Is  con¬ 
sistent,  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable, 
with  existing  national  commitments  to  pro¬ 
tect  and  Improve  the  environment. 

in.  Coal  and  coal  transportation  facilities 
trill  be  available  to  this  powerplant  during 
the  period  until  December  31, 1984. 

A.  Coal  availability. — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  coal  reserves  are  more 
than  sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  UH.  Department  (rf  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  data  show  a  dem¬ 
onstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400  billion 
tons,  over  half  of  which  Is  currently  techni¬ 
cally  and  economically  recoverable  (“Demon¬ 
strated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the  United 
States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  January  1, 
1974,”  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975)  (hereafter 
“BOM  Survey’’)).  Within  these  recoverable 
reserves  approximately  200  billion  tons  con¬ 
tain  1  percent  or  less  sulfiur  by  weight.  To 
determine  when  certain  quantities  of  these 
reserves  are  expected  to  be  avaUable,  FEA 
has  examined  several  studies,  referenced 
herein  which  together  provide  the  best  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  coal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31,  1984. 

2.  National  coat  production  and  demand. 
’The  comparison,  stated  below,  of  estimated 
national  coal  production,  national  coal  de¬ 
mand,  and  the  total  tonnages  of  uncom¬ 
mitted  planned  national  coal  production  (de¬ 
rived  from  responses  to  a  survey  of  coal 
producing  companies)  shows  that  there 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  coal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  through 
1980.  Beyond  1980,  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  because  few  coal 
producers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  into  the  futifire;  however,  the 
projected  total  national  coal  production  for 
1985  already  meets  99%  of  the  total  UR. 
demand  expected  in  1985.  With  time,  more 
potential  mine  developments  will  become 
firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the  planned 
production. 

a.  National  coal  production.  It  Is  conserva¬ 
tively  estimated  that  It  will  be  practicable  to 
produce  coal  nationally  In  at  least  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quanties; 

Production  potential 


Tear:  (million  tons) 

1977  .  732.  3 

1978  .  791.6 

1979  . 851.4 

1980  .  911.7 

1981  . .  960.  0 

1982  . .  994.  3 

1983  .  1,017.4 

1984  .  1,028.7 

1985  .  1,029.6 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
FEA’s  “Coal  Mine  Expansion  Study”  (May 
1976).  This  study  demonstrates  that  most 
coal  producers  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plans  for  new  capacity  additions  beyond  1980. 
The  1985  projection,  therefore,  tends  to  un¬ 
derestimate  actual  production  potential. 

An  FEA  study,  “Availability  of  Potential 
Coal  Supply  ’Through  1986  by  Quality  Char¬ 
acteristics,"  August  1976,  (hereafter  “Avail¬ 
ability  Study”),  Indicates  current  plans  for 
nationwide  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
as  follows: 


Production 
imiUion  tons) 

1977  .  48.4 

1978  .  122.2 

1979  -  237.1 

IMO .  287.3 

1981  .  344.0 

1982  .  363.9 

1983  .  390.1 

1984  . 469.5 

1985  .  644.9 


b.  National  demand  exclusive  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  ’The  estimated  na¬ 
tional  demand,  excluding  any  increased  de¬ 
mand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under  the 
authority  of  section  2(a)  of  ESECA,  Is  as 
follows  (FEA  1976  National  Energy  Outlook) : 


Demand 

Year:  .  (million  tons) 

1977  .  698 

1978  .  730 

1979  . 764 

1980  - - 799 

1981  .  842 

1982  . 887 

1983  . 935 

1984  -  985 

1985  . - .  1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
coal  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from  all  other 
Notices  of  Intention  to  Issued  Prohibition 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  issued  to  date  under  author¬ 
ity  oif  section  2(a)  of  ESECA  Is  as  follows 
“Coal  Availability  and  Demand :  Round  I  and 
n  Coal  Conversion  Candidates,”  August 
1976,  (hereafter  “Coal  Conversion  Study”) ) : 


Year: 


Demand 
(million  tons) 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


5.4 

10.0 

13.Q 

18.0 

20.2 

41.4 

41.4 

41.4 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and 
demand.  TEA’S  “Availability  Study”  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  Barrett  10.  ’The  survey  Is  based 
on  data  from  31  mining  companies  that  sup¬ 
plied  useful  Information  on  96  mining  units. 
Responses  from  these  companies  Identified 
planned  production  of  coal  which  Is  not  now 
committed  to  a  specific  buyer.  For  those 
companies  which  did  not  respond  to  the  sur¬ 
vey,  FEA  estimated  their  uncoirunltted 
planned  production  based  on  their  1974 
production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for  this 
powerplant.  FEA’s  “Coal  Conversion  Study” 
has  determined  that  a  pulverlzed-coal  dry 
bottom  boiler  of  the  type  used  at  Barrett  10 
will  be  able  to  burn  coal  of  the  following 
characteristics  and  comply  with  all  appli¬ 
cable  air  pollution  control  requirements: 


Btu’s/lb  . . . . >  13,  000 

Moisture  (percent) _ »15 

Ash  (percent) _ *20 

Volatile  (percent) _ *15 

Ash  softening  temperature  (*F) _ *2, 2(X) 

Sulfur  (approximately)  (percent) _ *2 


*  Minimum. 

*  Maximum 


b.  Characteristic  coal  demand  from  this 
powerplant.  The  potential  demand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  vrtilch  would 
result  from  this  NOI  Is  estimated  to  -be  as 
follows: 


FEDEkAL  REGISTER.  VOL’ 42,  NO.  84— MONDAY,  MAY  2,  1977 


22288 


Demand 

Taar:  {thousand  tern) 

1982  and  thei«after - 899 


e.  MtMommi  pimned  production,  eharac- 
tcrisHe  «o«<.  'Ri*  VSA  “Coal  Ocnrenion 
08a«ly^  hM  dsdmnatsMd  tbat  eoal  of  tbc  type 
deecribed  la  para^apk  AJa.,  aboee,  is  un- 
eoaBBmad  to  a  qMcUle  buyo*  and  will  be 
potaattaUy  aeatlaMa  to  Barrett  10  in  a  na¬ 
tionwide  market  as  fcdlows : 

Production 

{thousand 

Tear:  tons) 


tart . . 

2979 _ 

1979 - 


1961 

1962 
1968 
1984 


11. 872 
23.889 
49.726 
58.980 
65.  394 
68,777 
73. 194 
87.303 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
Ibe  national  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  In  paragraph  A.3.C.. 
above,  exceeds  potential  demadd  fcnr  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
data  under  authority  of  section  2(a)  of 
BSBCA.  National  BSECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand  as  previously  stated  in  paragraph 
A^.e.,  above,  is: 


Demand 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  _ _ _  5.  400 

1978  _ 10,000 

1979  . . 18.000 

1980  . - . . 18,000 

1981  . - .  20.200 

1982  . 41,400 

1983  . 41,400 

1984  . 41,400 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  character¬ 
istic  coal  Coal  with  the  chanufterlstics  de- 
aerlbed  in  paragraph  A,3a.,  above,  to  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  will  be  potentially  available  to 
Barrett  10  (in  a  probable  regional  supply/ 
demand  relationship  related  to  the  location 
of  this  powerplant)  from  Bureau  of  Mines 
(BOM)  Districts  1  through  15  as  follows; 


Production 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  . - . . 11,872 

1978  . 23,889 

1979  49,726 

1960  . 55,960 

1981  . 65.894 

1982  . - .  68,777 

1963  _ 73,194 

1984  . 87,303 


f.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coat,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  «q>ected  regional  production  of  eharac- 
tertotie  coal,  as  stated  in  paragraph  A.S.e., 
above,  exceeds  the  potential  demand  for  coal 
regardless  of  charactertotle  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  15  expected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  to 
date  under  authority  of  section  2(a)  of 
BSBCA.  This  potential  regional  demand  Is 
estimated  in  mAh  “Coal  Conversion  Study” 
as  follows: 


Tear: 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


Bemaiul 
{thousand  tons) 

.  2. 898 

-  5. 340 

-  7.  Ill 

- 12,016 

- 13.644 

-  33,485 

.  88,485 

. .  33,485 


g.  RspotuU  ESECA  prmkiktUats  order  de- 
mend  foe  eael  Iv  sssi^  skOTedtodidie.  The 
petennel  sagiimei  den— ft  for  seal  tsum  BOM 
Dtatststs  I  threm^  19  w4tli  to  IB-BS  pereent 
suUur  condent  (whdcB  includee  ttoe  IB  per- 
otni  maximum  sulfur  eonSto^t  dmeribed  in 
paragxaph  AAa..  above)  laeottliig  from  this 
NOI.  from,  all  other  Bottesa  of  Intention  to 
iasue  Prohibition  Ocdara  to  date  and  from 
all  outstandliig  PBOhttttlon  Orders  tosued  to 
date  under  authority  of  sectian  2(a)  of 
BSBCA  to  estimated  in  FBA’s  **Ooal  Conver¬ 
sion  Study"  as  foUows: 

Denumd 
{thousand  Urns) 
psresnt  sulfur 


Tear:  l.ito2.20 

1977  . .  0 

1978  . - .  0 

1979  .  63 

1980  . —  377 

1981  . . . —  877 

1982  _ _ 10. 170 

1988  . . . 10.  170 

1984  _ 10, 170 


The  regional  planned  production  of  ooal, 
atated  in  paragraph  AA.e..  above,  with  the 
characteristics  described  in  paragraph  ABa., 
above,  far  exceeda  the  potential  BSBCA  re¬ 
gional  demand  for  coal  by  aulfxu:  character¬ 
istic. 

4.  State  or  local  laws.  FBA  has  found  no 
state  or  local  laws  or  poUciaa  limiting  the 
extraction  or  utilisation  of  coal  that  would 
adveisMy  affect  these  production  flgures.  and 
none  have  been  lm>ught  to  FBAh  attention. 

5.  Conclusion.  FKA*s  “Availability  Study” 

has  identified  Mid  in  Bureau  of 

Mines  Districts  1  through  15  wnoommltted 
coal  production  that  meets  the  requirements 
ot  Benett  10  es  described  in  paregnqih  A.3.a., 
above.  RA  pr<^>oaes  to  find  that  this  un¬ 
committed  coal  exists  in  amounts  sufficient 
in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated  additional 
demand  for  coal,  both  nationally  and  from 
these  Districts,  resulting  from  this  NOI,  from 
all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  Issue  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  to  date  and  from  all  out¬ 
standing  ProhllAtlon  Orders  Issued  to  date 
under  authOTlty  of  section  2(a)  of  BSBCA. 

Coal  for  Berrett  10  will  probably  be 
boxight  from  producers  according  to  reg^nal 
supply/demand  relatlonahips  related  to  the 
powcrplant's  location  from  Bxueau  of  Mines 
Districts  1  throu^  15.  RA  obaarvea,  how¬ 
ever,  that  powecplant  could  purchase 
coal  In  other  markeU  as  such  producUon  be- 
cmnes  available.  (“The  PbaslblUty  of  Consld- 
erlng  Bxpaaded  CM  of  Western  Coal  by  Mld- 
weatam  and  Baatem  UtUttlea  in  the  Period 
1978  and  Beyxmd."  School  of  Bnglnaaring. 
University  of  Poinsylvanla,  November  7, 
1975.) 

B.  Coal  trasuportation. — 1.  Location  of 
powerplant  and  coal  supply.  Baaed  on  an 
RA  study,  “Utmty  Analysis  of  Coal  Trans¬ 
portation  Availability.”  November  1976, 
(hereafter  “Transportation  AvailabUlty 
Study”),  coal  for  Barrett  10  would  probably 
come  from  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  DIatrict  1 
aa  the  primary  source  of  supply  and  from 
District  8  as  the  alternate  source  of  supply. 
While  theee  supply  areas  are  .the  nearest 
available  potential  sources  able  to  supply 
con^lying  coal  to  this  powerplant,  com¬ 
plying  coal  can  be  transferred  by  rail 
from  other  Identified  sources  within  the 
United  States.  The  analysis  ot  transportation 
availabUlty  la  based  on  the  most  likely  route 
as  well  as  two  alternate  routce.  These  routes 
were  chosen  to  demonstrate  transportation 
availability. 

2.  Boute  of  coal  shipment.  A  primary  route 
for  ooal  daUvary  from  BOfM  Dtabdct  1  for 
Barrett  10  would  originate  on  OonaoUdated 
Railroad  Corporation  (Conrail)  to  Scranton, 
Pennsylvania,  taking  the  Delaware  &  Hudson 


(SftK)  to  Taneaboro,  PMUuqrlvaaito.  Conrail 
t»  Urns  Teak  dtp  anA  Ika  Long  latouad  BaU- 
roaA  (toon  to  Taiitod  Park.  Maw  Tack.  The 
total  nU  Alotatoee  ito  appcoxtBoataty  500  ndlw. 

Ona  altaraata  woutm  team  BQ94  Distclct  1 
would  involve  fwriginUnff  on  Conrail  to  Mew 
Torti  GSity  via  Lawiatow.  Peanwivania, 
HarxiMuzg,  Fennsyleanla;  aoA  PhUaAalphla, 
Pennwlvania  anA  than  by  UBB  to  the  pow¬ 
erplant. 

Another  alternate  route  fsom  an  alternate 
supply  source  woulA  be  ta  orlginata  ooal  from 
BOM  Uetrlot  9  (Vicgitola)  to  Morfolk.  Vir¬ 
ginia.  on  the  Notfolfc  to  Weetem  (MtoW), 
then  by  oeean  baaga  to  Port  Bvtiiing.  New 
Tork,  and  by  Conrail  to  New  Tori:  City  and 
the  LIB&  to  the  pfiweipleiil 

3.  Originating  trwnh  carrier.  Conrail,  the 
expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  for  Bar¬ 
rett  10,  has  aK>roxlinataty  52,000  hopper  cars 
with  an  aatimated  avOTge  rapacity  of  SO 
tons.  Using  an  avurage  nnmher  of  doUvertes 
of  10  per  year  par  90-ton  ear,  Conrail  may 
need  aa  many  ae  500  additional  can  to  han¬ 
dle  the  Incraaaed  demand  from  Banett  10. 
Thto  estimate  aaaumas  that  the  railroad 
would  neither  have  aiceaa  originating  ca¬ 
pacity  nor  obtain  ears  from  other  carriers  in 
the  originating  vielnity. 

Conrail  indicated  that  it  to  willing  to  ac¬ 
quire  any  needed  aapeclty  involved  in  ship¬ 
ment  to  Barrett  10  and  that  it  would  modify 
its  aipanslon  plana  with  demand  conditions. 
The  railroad  alao  indicated  that  ita  carrying 
capacity  could  be  expandMl  aa  qul^ly  aa  the 
utUlty  prepaiea  to  bum  coal. 

PBA’a  “Tran^rtation  AvailabUlty  Study” 
eonetuded  that  tor  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  eandtrtatea  studied,  there  would  be  no 
major  eonstrainte  ia  tranaporting  coaL  Thto 
study  examined  exiating  raU  tcanqMictation 
ear  capacity,  water  tcanaportation  capacity, 

ble.  and  took  into  aeeount  projections  made 
by  aU  earriws  to  mast  the  antlelpatod  de¬ 
mand  for  all  typaa  of  transportatioto  facili¬ 
ties  assuming  aU  powarplanta  studied  ware 
to  receive  orders  xmder  Section  2(a)  of 
BSBCA. 

ConraU  indicated  that  tranqxirtation  fs- 
emuea  at  those  mine  sitae  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  1  served  by  Conrail  are  In  sattofaetory 
(q>erating  oonditinn  and  that  inerting  faclll- 
tiee  could  handle  the  requited  ooal  volumes. 

RA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  In¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  ooal  for  any  altemate  or  intermediate 
earriera  should  they  be  uaed. 

4.  DestinaUan  carrier  and  powerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  Long  island  Railroad  (URR)  is  the 
destination  carrier  for  Banett  10.  URR’s 
jurlsdlctian  Includes  trm^s  to  the  plant. 
The  extotlhg  trackage  Is  sufficient  to  handle 
the  Indicated  coal  dertand  through  1965. 
Barrett  10  presently  has  ooal  unloading  fa¬ 
cilities.  alnoe  it  onoe  burned  ooal  as  its  pri¬ 
mary  fuel.  These  fScHltias  are  adequate  to 
handle  the  projected  ooal  demand.  Some  oon- 
struetlon  or  refurtitohuitit  of  trackage  may 
be  needed  according  to  URB  to  reptaee  re¬ 
moved  faeilltles  and  upgrade  oM  tracks.  It  Is 
expected  that  these  repairs  can  be  aooom- 
pltohed  prior  to  the  effective  date  for  coal 
burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstaclM  to  the  deliv¬ 
ery  of  ooal  to  Barrett  10. 

5.  Conclusion.  Ooal  transportation  fadll- 
tlM  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  Order  to  expected  to  be  In  effect  since 
no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery  over 
the  primary  route  to  Barrett  10  presently  ex¬ 
ist,  and  altemate  routm  are  available. 

IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  its  primary 
energy  source  will  not  impair  the  rsUdbiUty 
of  servtoe  In  the  seem  screed  by  the  affected 
powerpksnt.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  tha  in- 
fOTmatimi  submitted  to  RA  by  the  Federal 
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Power  Commission,  and  after  consultation 
with  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  issuance  of  a  Pro> 
hlbltion  Order  to  Barrett  10  will  not  impair 
the  reliability  of  service  in  the  area  served 
by  the  powerplant.  This  proposed  finding  Is 
based  on  the  facts  and  interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  Description  o/  the  dispatching  system.  1. 
The  E.  F,  Barrett  Generating  Station  Is  owned 
by  Long  Island  Lighting  Company,  which  Is 
a  member  of  the  New  York  Power  Pool 
(NTPP),  which  is  within  the  geographical 


line  2,  attachiuenl  1. 

5.  The  proposed  changes  In  Table  1,  above, 
are  based  on  the  best  Information  available 
to  FEA  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC)  Form  12E-2  dated  October  15,  1976) 
at  the  time  this  NOI  is  Issued.  FEA  has  taken 
Into  consideration  the  possibility  that  the 
proposed  changes  may  not  be  completed  by 
the  Indicated  effective  date,  but  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  In  such  event,  with  minor  modi¬ 
fications  to  the  projected  schedule  of 
changes  contained  In  Table  1,  the  gross  ca¬ 
pacity  In  the  dispatching  system  would  not 
be  significantly  affected  during  the  period 
required  tar  the  conversion  of  Barrett  10. 
FEA  assumes  outages  for  conversion  at  those 
times  that  are  optlmidly  suited.  In  terms  of 
forecast  peak  load  periods,  to  maintain  relia¬ 
bility  of  service. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  A  forecast  of  the  peak  load  for  the 
dispatching  system  during  the  period  In 
which  Barrett  10  would  implement  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  Is  as  indicated  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1. 

2.  The  forecast  peak  load  has  been  com¬ 
pared  with  the  peak  load  In  a  previo\is  sim¬ 
ilar  period.  The  annual  peak  load  growth  rate 
for  this  forecast  Is  5  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the 
dispatching  system.  1.  Schedvded  outages 
for  normal  maintenance.  Including  other 
powerplants  receiving  Prohibition  Orders 
and  nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the 


area  of  the  Northeast  Power  Coordinating 
Council. 

2.  The  term  “dispatching  system’*  as  used 
In  the  proposed  filling  means  the  NTPP. 

3.  The  gross  capacity,  as  of  September 
1976,  of  all  dispatching  system  powerplants 
was  29,786  MW.  (See  line  1,  attachment  1.) 

4.  Pr(^>oeed  changes  up  to  the  period  In 
which  Barrett  10  would  Implement  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order,  will  result  In  the  gross  capacity 
Indicated  on  line  3  of  attachment  1  because 
of  the  following  changes  In  the  dispatching 
system  listed  In  Table  1 : 


NTPP  system  during  the  period  In  which 
Barrett  10  may  be  Implementing  a  Prohl-* 
bltion  Order  may  result  In  some  loss  of 
capacity  which  Is  expected  to  be  as  indicated 
on  line  4  of  attachment  1. 

2.  A  projected  outage  of  2  months  for  the 
powerplant  Is  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications.  Installations,  or  other 
physical  adjustments  required  by  a  Prohi¬ 
bition  order  should  It  become  effective.  The 
powerplant  may  be  less  than  fully  depend¬ 
able  during  the  period  of  on-line  testing 
and  adjustment  following  such  modifica¬ 
tions.  This  period  Is  not  expected  to  exceed 
30  days.  To  take  advantage  of  ^e  maximum 
reserve  capacity,  this  project^  outage  Is 
most  likely  to  occur  during  the  Winter  Load 
Period.  The  potential  loss  of  capacity  from 
an  outage  of  Barrett  10  would  be  approx¬ 
imately  188  MW  (line  7,  attachment  1)  which 
is  Included  on  line  6  of  attachment  1.  (The 
assumed  conversion  period  specified  on  at¬ 
tachment  1  is  shown  for  the  purpose  of 
illustration  only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system  Include  normal  sched¬ 
uled  maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line  4 
of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  5  of  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Orders.  Maximum  projected  outages  are 
expected  to  be  as  Indicated  on  line  6  of  at¬ 
tachment  1,  thereby  reducing  the  gross 


capacity  and  resulting  in  a  net  dependable 
ciq>aclty  for  the  dispatching  system. 

D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis¬ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  on  the  fcuegolng 
Information,  the  net  dependable  capacity  of 
the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected  time 
of  Implementation  of  a  Prohibition  Order 
would  be  as  indicated  on  line  9  of  attach¬ 
ment  1. 

2.  Comparing  this  net  dependable  capacity 
to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  Indicates  that  the  reserve 
capacity  shown  on  line  10  of  attachment 
1  would  exist  for  the  dispatching  system. 

3.  Comparison  of  this  reserve  ciq>aclty  to 
the  forecast  peak  losul  shown  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1  results  In  a  reserve  margin 
as  Indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as 
contrasted  with  a  reserve  margin  as  In¬ 
dicated  on  line  12  of  attachment  1  if  no 
units  were  removed  from  service  due  to  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders). 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  consid¬ 

ers  this  jto  be  an  acceptable  reserve  margin 
taking  Into  consideration  the  geographical 
location  of  Barrett  10.  | 

5.  At  the  completion  of  the  conversion 
there  will  be  a  net  4.7  MW  derating  of  Bar¬ 
rett  10  as  a  result  of  using  coal  as  its  primary 
energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  system  Intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  2,500 
MW  Into  the  dispatching  system.  This  ca¬ 
pacity  may  provide  an  additional  reeoiurce 
of  electrical  power  during  the  implementa¬ 
tion  period  and  will  enhance  the  reliability 
of  service. 

E.  Conclusion.  It  dispatching  s3rstem  con¬ 
ditions.  Including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Barrett  10,  are  as  presently  forecast  during 
the  time  required  to  Implement  a  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Order  by  Barrett  10,  there  will  be  no  im¬ 
pairment  of  reliability  of  service  within  the 
meaning  of  ESECA  In  the  area  served  by 
Long  Island  Lighting  Company,  or  In  the  dis¬ 
patching  system  as  a  result  of  the  Order. 

NTPP  RKLiABn.rrr  Data 
Bassxtt 

ASSUriKr  CONVERSION  PERIOD  JAN.  1  TO  FEB.  28 
1982 

Megawatt 

capacity 


1.  Gross  capacity  of  NTPP  as  of 

Sept.  I,  1976 .  29,786 

2.  Added  capacity _  3,392 

3.  Dross  capacity _ 33, 178 

4.  Scheduled  outages  for  Mainte¬ 

nance  _  2, 856 

5.  Projected  outages  due  to  proc- 

hlbltion  orders -  558 

6.  Maximum  projected  outages  due 

to  maintenance  and  prohibi¬ 
tion  orders  (line  4  plus  line  5) .  3, 414 

7.  Unit  outages _  188 

8.  Peak  load  winter  1982 .  23,  820 

9.  Net  dependable  capacity _  29,  764 

10.  Reserve  capacity _  5, 944 

11.  Reserve  margin  percent  (main¬ 

tenance  and  prohibition  or¬ 
ders)  _ _ _  24. 95 

12.  Reserve  margin  percent  (main¬ 

tenance  only) _  87. 30 


Tablf.  1 


Powerplant  drsifnialion 


Fuel 


Type  ol  change 


Capacity 

rhanye 

(megawati.i) 


Astoria  S . . . Oil 

Hudson  Avenue  2  and  3 . do. 

Waterside  12 . do. 

Miscellaneous  OTS . do. 

Northport  4 . do. 

Homer  City  3 . . . Coal 

Indian  Point  3 . Ntick 

Mik«llaneotu  QT8 . . do 

Mitchell  Ords  1  and  2 . Solid  waste 

Steele  St.  2  and  4 . Coal .  Retire. 

Waterside  10, 11,  and  13... . Oil . . . . . ..do. 

Waterside  7 . . . ..do . . . do. 

Miscellaneous  GTS... . . do _ _ Add . 

Shoreham  1 . . . .  Nuclear _ do _ 

Indian  Point  2  Upr . ..da - do _ 

Oswego S . .  OH _ _ .......do _ 

Indian  Point  3  Upr . . . .  Nuclear _ _ ....do _ 


Totals: 

Added.. 

Retired. 


Net  changes. 


Effective 

date 


-1-T87 

-34 

-33 

+59 

+.386 

+325 

+«? 

+10 

+32 

-18 

-73 

-•> 

+21 

+820 

+180 

+850 

+«8 


Dec.  1976. 
Do. 
Do. 

.May  1977. 
June  1977. 
Not.  1977. 
May  1978. 
Do. 

Nov.  1978. 
May  1978. 
Dee.  1978. 
Do. 

May  1979. 
Do. 
Do. 

Not.  1979. 
May  1980. 


+3610 

-218 


+3392 
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Appendix — ^Proposed  Findings  and  Bationalx  foe  Notice  op  Intention  To  Issne  a 
PaoHKXioN  Order 

ESBCA  and  tbe  FBA  regtilationB  require  FBA  to  make  certain  findtags  before  tMuing  a 
Prohibition  Order  to  a  powerplant.  nCA‘8  propoeed  flndliigR  are  set  out  below  with  respect 
to  the  powerphmts  named  below.  Supporting  rationale  and  conclusions  are  also  set  forth. 


Doeket 

No. 

Ownor 

OotursUng  station 

Unit 

No. 

Leestaon 

oFU-m 

OFC-125 

Long  IslsiKl  Lighting  Co . 

...  Port  Jfflerson  . 

30 

40 

Port  Icitoson,  N.Y. 

These  findings.  iHiich  are  now  proposed  by 
FEA,  are  based  on  the  information  that  has 
been  provided  to  and  developed  by  FBA  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  this  Notice  of  Intention 
(NOI)  to  Issue  a  Prcdiibition  Order. 

Long  Island  Lighting  Company  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  “utility"  and  as  "LILCO”. 

I.  Capability  and  necessary  plant  equip¬ 
ment  to  burn  coal.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  Pownplants  Number  30 
and  Number  40  at  Port  Jefferson  Oenerating 
Station  (Port  Jefferson  30  and  40)  had  the 
capability  and  necessary  plant  equipment 
to  burn  coal.  This  proposed  finding  is  based 
on  the  facts  and  interpretations  stated 
below: 

A.  LILCO  information  filed  with  FEA  dated 
July  23,  1975,  indicated  that  each  power- 
plant  had  in  place  on  June  22,  1974,  a  boiler 
that  was  capable  of  burning  coal.  The  boil¬ 
ers  had  been  designed  and  constructed  or 
modified  to  burn  coal  as  their  primary  en¬ 
ergy  source,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
on  June  22,  1974,  the  powerplant  may  not 
have  been  burning  coal  as  its  primary  en¬ 
ergy  soiu-ce. 

B.  Based  on  information  LILCO  filed  with 
FEA  dated  July  23,  1976,  and  other  in¬ 
formation  available  to  FEA.  the  following 
plant  equipment  or  facilities  at  Port  Jeffer¬ 
son  30  and  40  would  have  to  be  acquired  or 
refurbished  in  order  for  these  powerplants  to 
burn  coal  as  their  primary  energy  source:' 

1.  Coal  handling  equipment 

2.  Waste  water  treatment  system 

C.  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  on  June  22, 
1974,  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  had  all  other 
significant  plant  equipmrat  and  facilities 
associated  with  the  burning  of  coal. 

D.  Within  the  meaning  of  ESECA  and  the 
regulations  promulgated  pursuant  thereto, 
the  equipment  and  facilities  listed  in  para- 
gr^ih  B.  above,  do  not  individually  or  in 
combination  constitute  a  lack  of  capability 
and  necessary  plant  equipment  to  burn  coal 
as  of  June  22,  1974. 

H.  The  burninf  of  coal  in  lieu  of  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  products  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  B8SCA.  FEA 
proposes  to  find  that  the  burning  of  coal  at 
Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  in  lieu  of  petroleum 
products  or  natural  gas  is  practicable  and 
consistent  with  the  pm-poees  of  ESECA.  This 
finding  is  based  upon  Uie  presumption  that 
Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  will  be  operated  at  a 
T3  percent  capacity  factor  (this  represents  a 
weighted  average  of  each  powerplanfs  pro¬ 
jected  capacity  factor),  have  a  remaining 
useful  life  of  19  years  (as  of  the  date  of  this 
NOI) ,  are  expected  to  have  at  least  14  years 
remaining  useful  life  after  conversion  of  the 
powerplants,  and  on  the  facts  and  interpreta¬ 
tions  stated  below: 

A.  The  burning  of  coal  is  practicable. — 
1.  Costs  associated  with  burning  coal.— a. 
Capital  investment  costs.  The  total  initial 
capital  Investment  costs,  exclusive  of  financ¬ 
ing  coats,  that  would  result  from  the  acqui¬ 
sition  and  refurbl^ment  ot  equipment  and 
facilities  associated  with  the  burning  of  coal 
at  Port  J^ersem  is  estimated  to  be  approzi- 
mattiy  $31,993,0(X),  which  aasiunes  that  elec- 
trostatie  precipitators  will  be  required  at  a 
cost  ot  $M.onj0O0  to  comply  with  the  alf 
pollution  control  requirements  of  the  Clean 


Air  Act.  This  estimate  is  based  on  a  PEDCo- 
Environmental  Specialists,  Inc.  report  en¬ 
titled  “Coal  Conversion  Cost  Reasonableness 
Analysis  For  The  Pwt  Jefferson  Plants.”  Feb¬ 
ruary  is,  1977,  (hereafter  “PEDCo.  Report”) . 

b.  Annual  operating  and  maintenance 
costs.  The  increctse  in  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  tiiat 
would  result  from  the  burning  of  coal  is 
estimated  to  be  iqjproximately  $0,461J)00  per 
year  including  $6,906,000  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  air  pollution  control  equip¬ 
ment.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  PEDCo. 
Report. 

c.  Fuel  costs,  (i)  Based  on  information 
supplied  by  LILCO,  the  price  of  petroleqm 
products  available  to  Port  Jefferson  30  and 
40  is  approximately  $1.91  per  million  BTC’s 
for  oil.  This  represents  $11.63  per  barrel  of 
oil,  assuming  6.1  million  BTC's  per  barrel. 

(tl).  Based  on  information  supplied  by  NCS 
Corporation  and  The  Center  for  Energy  Pol¬ 
icy  the  price  of  coal  available  to  Pmrt  Jeffer¬ 
son  30  and  40  is  approximately  $1.37  per  mil¬ 
lion  BTC’s.  This  represents  $35.07  per  ton  of 
coal,  assuming  25.6  million  BTC’S  per  ton. 

(lii)  FEA  estimates  that  the  burning  of 
coal  by  these  powerplants  will  result  in  the 
reduction  of  approzimattiy  $0:64  per  HailUon 
BTC’s,  or  $15,273,000  per  year  in  fuel  costs. 
This  estimate  is  based  on  fuel 
presiunlng  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  are  oper¬ 
ated  at  a  weighted  average  79  percent  capac¬ 
ity  factor  and  with  an  average  heat  rate  of 
10,426  BTC’s  per  kilowatt  hour. 

d.  Total  annual  costs  associated  with  eon- 
versifin.  As  a  result  of  the  conversion  of  Port 
Jefferson  30  and  40.  there  will  be  an  esti¬ 
mated  total  annual  Increase  in  costs  in¬ 
curred,  exclusive  of  fuel  costs,  of  approxl- 
noately  $17,798,000. 

2.  Reasonableness  of  costs  of  conversion. 
The  foregoing  analysis  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
version  provides  the  basis  for  deciding  wheth¬ 
er  the  conversion  of  Port  Jefferson  30  awh 
40  is  reasoiuible.  Financial  impacts  of  the 
conversion  will  be  felt  by  the  utility  and  by 
the  consumer. 

As  a  result  of  conversion,  the  utUity  will 
incur  additional  annual  capital  Investment 
costs,  including  flnAn/»tng  coats,  of  aiqjiroxi- 
mately  $8,347,000  (this  represents  an  amor¬ 
tised  cost  over  the  14  years  remaining  useful 
Ufe  of  these  powerplants  after  conversion, 
and  is  baaed  on  a  fixed  charge  rate  of  28.0 
percent  of  the  total  initial  eapital  invastment 
of  $SlJi63,000)  and  additional  annual  oper¬ 
ating  and  maintenance  costs,  exclusive  of 
fuel  costs,  of  approximately  $8.461j000  (these 
figures  are  derived  from  the  figures  in  para¬ 
graphs  AJa.  and  b.) ,  but  will  exparience  an 
anmial  fuel  cost  savings  of  iqiproxlnmtely 
$15,273,000.  (See  paragr^h  AJ.c.)  The  esti¬ 
mated  net  annual  increase  in  cost  of  pro¬ 
ducing  electricity  at  Port  Jefferson  30  and 
40  after  conversion  will  be  $2JiS6,000. 

Increased  costs  for  oonveislcm  will  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  the  decrease  in  fuel  costs.  Ihe  net 
result,  however,  will  be  an  Increase  in  the 
cost  of  producing  electricity  at  Port  Jeffer¬ 
son  30  and  40.  The  costs  to  the  utility  result¬ 
ing  frexn  a  Prohibition  Ordw  ulthnately  will 
be  recovered  in  ratea 

The  iise  of  coal  at  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40 
will  result  in  an  estimated  aimual  equiva¬ 


lent  savings  of  4.644J)00  barrels  of  oU  that 
otherwiaa  would  be  used  in  providing  steam 
for  electric  power  generation  The  cost  of 
conversion  per  barrel  of  oil  saved  is  estimatad 
toba$0A4. 

Although  conversion  to  the  burning  of  coal 
wonld  be  expected  to  increase  the  cost  of 
producing  electricity  at  Ptwt  Jefferson  30 
and  40.  FBA  proposas  to  find  that  such  in¬ 
creased  cost,  per  barxti  ot  oil  saved,  is  not 
unreasonable.  This  detenel nation  is  based 
on  consideration  of  the  substantial  savings 
of  oil  that  will  result  from  this  oonvenion. 
The  determination  that  the  costs  of  convert¬ 
ing  are  not  unreasonable  is  further  supported 
by  consideration  of  such  costs  in  relation  to 
the  expected  14  years  remaining  useful  Ufe 
of  the  powerplants  afto:  the  eonversion,  the 
size  and  resources  of  the  LILCO  utiUty  as 
examined  in  the  f<dlowing  analysis  finan¬ 
cial  capablUty,  the  nature  of  the  e:q>ected 
operations  of  these  powerplants,  and  poten¬ 
tial  future  increases  in  the  fuel  cost  differ¬ 
ential  In  faeor  of  coal. 

3.  Financial  capabilities  of  Long  Island 
Lighting  Company — a.  Recovery  of  eopAtal 
investment.  FBA  proposes  to  find  that  com¬ 
pliance  with  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Pmrt 
Jefferson  30  aiui  40  would  be  economically 
feasible.  PEA'S  analimls  took  into  etmsld- 
eratlon  the  $M.96S,000  additional  ciqiital  in¬ 
vestment  required  for  the  utility  to  comply 
with  this  NOI  and  aU  other  NOI’s  which  are 
currently  under  consideration,  as  well  as 
additional  capital  investment  costs  related 
to  all  other  Notices  of  Intention,  to  date,  if 
any,  to  issue  Prohibition  or  Construction 
Orders,  and  frmn  aU  outstanding  Prohibition 
or  Construction  Orders,  if  any,  issued  under 
authcNlty  of  section  2(a)  and  (c)  of  ESECA 
to  LILCO  powerplants.  RA  rriated  these 
additidbai  capital  Investmank  costs  to 
LILCO’s  uot  pi'upsr^  and  fdant  of  $1.7  bil¬ 
lion,  ULCXTs  SBtlDMte  of  its  19T7-79  con¬ 
struction  budget  of  $lfi  billion,  the  total 
capitalisation  of  the  utUity  of  $1.7  billion, 
and  the  14  years  remaining  useful  life  after 
conversion  of  Fort  Jefferson  30  and  40. 

FBA  (toes  not  consider  the  effect  of  this 
added  eapital  investment  cost  to  repreaent 
an  unreasonable  burden  given  the  financial 
capablUttes  of  the  utiUty  to  assiune  such 
costs. 

b.  Total  simuaf  costs  associated  with 
conversion.  The  total  estimated  annual  in¬ 
crease  in  costs  (arunrtiusil  increased  capital 
investment  costs  and  other  costs,  exclwlve 
of  fuel  coats)  associated  with  the  burning 
of  coal  as  opposed  to  oil  attributable  to 
compllaaoe  with  this  KOI  and  all  ether 
NOTs  which  are  eurrently  uwder  coastdera- 
tion  would  be  $ad,141,08d.  This  also  repre¬ 
sents  the  total  estlDsated  annual  incremental 
increase  in  revenue  rsqulmnents  of  LILCO. 
(FEA  also  took  into  conslderatton  revenue 
requirements  of  ttie  utility  resulting  firom 
eomptianee  wtth  all  other  Notioos  of  Xaten- 
tk>n,  to  date,  if  any.  to  issue  PrahiMtton  or 
Construction  Ordass.  and  ftoes  all  outstand¬ 
ing  PitffdUitlaa  or  Construction  Orders,  if 
any.  iosusd  to  date  under  authority  of  see- 
tion  2(0^  and  (c)  of  BSICA  to  LILCO 
powerplasits.)  Thh  csthnate  of  $29041.000 
in  revenue  require ssrats  is  taassd  on  an 
investment  oriented  analysts  described  in 
an  Ultrasystems  Inc.  report  entitled  “Com¬ 
puter  tiethodolgy  For  Coal  Conversion  Cost 
Reasonableness  Determliuitioxf ’.  August  1976, 
(hereafter  “Ultrasystems  Computer  Model”). 
The  estimate  includes  an  increihental  rate 
of  return  on  retained  earnings  ediich  are 
Invested. 

(For  comparison  wilh  the  Ultrasystems 
Computer  Model  results.  RA  performed  a 
fiiumcial  analysis  based  on  a  Price  Water- 
house  and  Co.  report  entitled  “Xdenttflcatlon 
Of  Possible  Financial  Effects  Of  Converting 
Certain  Electric  Oenerating  Fbcilities  To  The 
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Dm  Of  Oomi”,  October  UTM.  Tlita  anolyata 
MtlnuUMl  the  total  annual  tnerwnental  In- 
creaae  tn  rev«»ie  requlremante  to  be  bjn.- 
817,000,  which  aasumed  a  predicted  eSeet  oa 
UlioO'e  atatemwt  and  repreaente 

revenuee  requited  to  offaet  any  potential  km 
In  UliOO’e  net  ecuminge  per  ehare  as  reported 
for  Fiscal  Year  ending  1975.) 

The  total  eatlnuited  annual  Increase  In 
costs  of  839,141,000  associated  with  conrer- 
slon  ultimately  will  be  recovered  In  rates. 
However,  due  to  the  potential  offsetting  ag¬ 
gregate  value  of  fuel  cost  savings  of  approal* 
mately  896,070,000  attributable  to  compliance 
with  this  NOI  and  all  other  NOl’s  currently 
under  consideration,  the  net  anntxal  revenue 
requirements  of  LILCO  should  Increase  by 
approximately  83,071/XX). 

4.  Cotuumer  impact.  The  potential  initial 
Impact  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Port  Jeffer¬ 
son  30  and  40  le  a  net  increase  in  revenuM 
required  from  ULCO  consumers  of  approxl- 
mattiy  0.00021  per  Ulosratt  hour  of  electric¬ 
ity  sold  by  LZZiCO.  This  estimate  Is  based  on 
FEA’s  analysis  of  the  xntrasystems  Computer 
ModeL  The  actual  amount  of  the  Increase 
will  depend  on  the  actual  amount  of  the  in¬ 
vestment  necessary  to  comply  srlth  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order,  the  methods  which  LlliCO 
selects  to  finance  the  Increased  costs  asso¬ 
ciated  with  imrnlng  coal  as  a  primary  energy 
so\irce,  the  extent  to  which  the  cost  Increase 
Is  sprmul  among  ULCO  consumers,  the  reg¬ 
ulations  or  policies  of  the  regulatory  agencies 
with  jxirlsdlctlon  over  ULCO  regarding  In- 
cliislon  of  such  cost  Increases  tn  consumer 
rates,  the  actual  amount  of  the  fuel  cost 
differential,  and  other  fbetors. 

B.  Cotuistencp  wffh  the  purpoeea  of  ESECA. 
Because  the  hMianoe  of  a  ProblMtlon  Order 
to  Port  Jefferaon  30  and  40  will  dlsoourage 
the  use  of  natural  gas  or  petrMeum  products 
and  encourage  the  Increaeed  me  of  ooal, 
PCA  propoees  to  oooelude  that  this  action 
would  be  consistent  arith  the  purpose  of 
BSBCA  to  provide  a  means  to  assist  In  meet¬ 
ing  the  essential  needs  of  the  United  States 
for  fuels. 

On  the  basis  of  the  environmental  analysis 
which  FBA  Is  required  to  conduct  {stor  to 
ijMTiTtns  of  a  Notice  of  Bffeettveneas  of  a 
Prohibition  Order,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
for  these  powerplants  to  oomiriy  with  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  other  apfrileahle  «iviron- 
mental  protection  requirements,  n&A  pro¬ 
poses  to  conclude  that  a  Prohibition  Order 
to  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  would  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  purpoM  of  ESECA  to  provide 
for  a  means  to  asstst  tn  meeting  the  essen¬ 
tial  needs  of  the  United  States  for  fuels  tn 
a  manner  which  is  consistent,  to  the  fullest 
extent  practicable,  wNb  existing  national 
commitments  to  protect  and  Improve  the 
environment. 

m.  Coal  and  cool  transportation  facilitiea 
will  be  avaHable  fo  these  powerplants  during 
the  period  until  December  31.  1984. 

A.  Coat  availability — 1.  National  coal  re¬ 
serves.  United  States  ooal  reserves  are  more 
sufficient  to  supply  national  needs  for 
the  foreseeable  future.  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines  data  show  a 
demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  of  over  400 
billion  tons,  over  half  of  which  la  currently 
technically  and  economically  recoverable 
(“Demonstrated  Coal  Reserve  Base  of  the 
United  States,  by  Sulfur  Category,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1974,*'  Bureau  of  Mines  (May  1975) 
(hereafter  "BOM  Survey”)).  Within  them 
recoverable  reserves  approximately  300  billion 
tons  contain  1  paroMit  or  lem  sulfur  by 
weight.  To  determine  when  cortatn  quantities 
of  these  resarvM  are  expected  to  be  avallsMe, 
FEA  has  several  studies,  referenced 

herein,  which  together  provide  the  beat  cur¬ 
rent  evidence  as  to  ooal  availability  for  the 
period  ending  December  31. 1984. 


X  Naftonal  cool  prodaoltow  and  deaufid. 
The  comparison,  stated  belaw,  at  saUmatiart 
naiDnnal  coal  production,  national  ooal  de¬ 
mand.  and  tho  total  tonnages  of  uncom- 
mttted  piannad  nattonal  ooal  production 
(dflved  from,  responses  to  a  survey  of  ooal 
psoduclng  oompanlm)  shows  that  than 
should  be  sufficient  production  of  bbal  to 
meet  the  total  national  demand  throu^ 
1880.  Beyond  1980.  plans  for  new  production 
are  not  yet  fully  developed  becauM  few  ooal 
prodTieers  have  firm  expansion  plans  that 
extend  that  far  Into  the  futiure;  however,  the 
projected  total  plaimed  national  coal  pro¬ 
duction  for  1966  already  meets  98%  of  the 
total  US.  demand  expected  In  1986.  With 
time,  more  potential  mine  developments  will 
become  firm  plans,  thus  Increasing  the 
planned  production. 

a.  National  coal  prodnetion.  It  Is  cemsarv- 
atlvely  astlnaatsd  that  It  wUl  be  praetleable 
to  produce  ooal  nationally  In  at  least  the 
f<Aowlng  quantltlM: 


Nrodmetkm  potential 
Tear:  (ssOMon  tows) 

1977 .  733.  8 

1878 . 781.8 

1979 . . . .  861.  4 

1900. _ 911.7 

1981 . 960.0 

1983 .  994.3 

1983  . 1,017.4 

1984  . 1,038.7 

1986 . 1,039.8 


The  figures  shown  above  are  derived  from 
ISA’s  “Coal  Mine  Expanalon  Study**  (May 
1970).  This  study  demonatrates  that  most 
ooal  produoars  did  not  have  firm  or  accurate 
plane  for  new  capacity  additlona  beyond 
19ea  The  1906  projection.  therMore,  tends 
to  undereeUraate  actual  production  poten- 
tlaL 

An  PEA  study  “AvaUablUty  of  Potential 
Ooal  Supply  Through  1906  by  Quality  Char- 
actndstlcs.”  August  1978,  (barsafter  “AvaU- 
ahlUty  Study")  Indicates  current  plans  for 
nattonedds  production  of  uncommitted  coal 
aa  follows: 

Prodnetion 


Year:  (eiilhoa  tons) 

1977_ . 48.4 

1978  .  131.3 

1979  _  337.1 

1980  _  387.3 

1981  _  044.0 

1983 _  363.9 

1903  _ 38X1 

1904  _  480.5 

1906 _ 644.0 


b.  National  demand  exclusioe  of  ESECA 
prohibition  order  demand.  The  estimated 
national  demand,  excluding  any  Increased 
demand  resulting  from  FEA  action  under 
the  authority  of  section  3(s)  of  ESECA,  to 
as  follows  ("FEA  1978  National  Energy  Out¬ 
look")  : 

Demand 

{million 

Year:  tens) 


1977 

1970 

1979 

1900 

1981 

1963 

1983 

1904 

1905 


898 

730 

764 

798 

843 

877 

936 

986 

1,040 


c.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand.  The  estimated  potential  demand  for 
ooal  resulting  from  this  NOI.  from  all  other 
NotloM  of  Intention  to  Issue  Prtdxlbltlon 
Orders  to  date  and  from  all  outstanding  Pro¬ 
hibition  Orders  Issued  to  date  under  author¬ 


ity  of  section  3(a)  of  ESECA  to  as  foUows 
(“Coal  AvaUablUty  and  Demand:  Round  I 
and  n  Coal  Conversion  Candidates."  Augiist 
1976.  (hereafter  "Coal  Conversion  Study") ) : 

Demand 

(million 


Taar:  tons) 

1977  . 5.4 

1978  _ 10.0 

1979  _  13.0 

1960  . . 18.0 

1981  . 30X 

1982  . 41.4 

1983  . 41.4 

1984  .  41.4 


3.  Characteristic  coal,  production  and  de¬ 
mand.  FEA’s  “Avallabttlty  Study"  Identifies 
coal  of  specific  quality  characteristics  avail¬ 
able  for  use  at  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40.  The 
survey  to  based  on  data  from  31  mining 
oompanjes  that  supplied  useful  information 
on  98  mining  units.  Responses  from  these 
companies  Identified  planned  production  of 
coal  which  to  not  now  committed  to  a  specific 
buyer.  For  those  companies  which  did  not 
respond  to  the  survey.  FBA  estimated  their 
uncommitted  planned  production  baaed  on 
their  1974  production. 

a.  Characteristic  coal  requirements  for 
these  powerptents.  FEAI  “Ooal  Conversion 
Study*’  hM  determined  that  pulvertaed-eoal 
dry  bottom  boUers  of  the  type  uaed  at  Port 
Jefferson  30  and  40  wlU  be  able  to  hum  ooal 
of  the  following  eharecterlstlca  and  comply 
with  all  apptleable  atr  poUutlon  control 
requirements. 


BtuVQ). _ *  13. 000 

Mototiire  (percent)  .... _  •  IS 

Ash  (percent) _ _ _  »30 

Volatile  (percent) _  *  16 

Ash  softening  temperature  (*F> _  *3.300 

Sulfur  (approximate)  (percent)..  *0.8 


b.  Characteristic  cool  demand  from  these 
powerpUmts.  The  potontlal  dMoand  for  coal, 
of  the  type  described  above,  whl^  would  re¬ 
sult  ftmn  tbto  NOI  to  sstlmatcd  to  be  as  fol- 
lowe: 

DemofMl 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1983  and  thereafter _ _ 1, 105 

e.  National  piewnsd  prodnetion,  eharacter- 
iatie  eooL  The  FEA  “Ooal  Conversion  Study” 
haa  determined  ttial  coal  at  the  type  de¬ 
scribed  In  paragraph  AAn.,  above,  la  unoom- 
to  a  apaeUke  buyer  and  wUl  be  po¬ 
tentially  available  to  Fort  Jefferson  30  and  40 
tn  a  nationwide  market  aa  follows: 


Production 

Tear:  {thousand  tons) 

1977  . . 7.358 

1078  _ 13,319 

1979  _ 33,732 

1980  - . 28,889 

1981  . 31,469 

1982  _ 33,236 

1983  . - .  35,843 

1984  . .  42,298 


d.  National  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristics. 
The  natkmal  planned  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal  ns  stated  In  paragriq)b  A.3.C.. 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  for  coal  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  expected  from  this 
NOI.  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to  is¬ 
sue  Prohlbltkm  Orders  to  date  and  from  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  issued  to 
data  under  authority  of  Section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  National  ESECA  Prohibition  Order 
demand,  as  previously  state  in  paragraph 
A2.C.,  above,  to: 
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Nonas 


Demand 

Tear:  (thousand  tons) 

1977  . — - -  6,400 

1978  _ - _ 10,000 

1979  _ 1 _ 13,000 

1980  _  18,000 

1981  _  20,200 

1982  _ 41,400 

1983  _ 41,400 

1984  . . - . 41,400 


e.  Regional  planned  production,  charac¬ 
teristic  coaL  Coal  witb  the  characteristics 
described  in  paragraph  A.3a.,  above,  is  un¬ 
committed  and  will  be  potentially  available 
to  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  (in  a  probable 
regional  supply /demand  relationship  related 
to  the  location  of  these  powerplants)  frmn 
Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  Districts  1  throu^ 
15  as  follows; 

Production 

Year:  (thousand  tons) 


1977  _  7, 258 

1978  _ 13,319 

1979  _  23,  732 

1980  _  26,889 

1981  . . -  31,469 

1982  _  33,235 

1983  . . 36,643 

1984  _  42,298 


f.  Regional  BSECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal,  regardless  of  characteristic. 
The  expected  regional  production  of  charac¬ 
teristic  coal,  as  stated  in  paragri4}h  A3.e., 
above,  exceeds  potential  demand  tor  coed  re¬ 
gardless  of  characteristic  from  BOM  Dis¬ 
tricts  1  through  16  eq>ected  to  result  from 
this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention 
to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  from 
all  outstanding  Prohlbitl<m  Orders  issued  to 
date  undo:  authority  of  section  2(a)  of 
ESECA.  This  potential  regional  demand  is 
estimated  in  FEA’s  “Coed  Conversion  Study” 
as  follows: 


Demand 

Year:  (thousand  tonsf 

1977  .  2,898 

1978  _ _ _  6,  840 

1979  _ 7,111 

1980  . . ^ _ 12,018 

1981  .  18,644 

1982  . 33,486 

1983  _ 38,485 

1984  . . 33,486 


g.  Regional  ESECA  prohibition  order  de¬ 
mand  for  coal  by  sulfur  characteristic.  The 
potential  regional  demand  for  coed  from 
BOM  Districts  1  through  16  with  a  0.61-1.0 
percent  sulfiu'  content  (which  Includes  the 
1.0  percent  maximum  sulfm*  content  de¬ 
scribed  in  pareigraph  A.3.a.,  above) ,  resulting 
from  this  NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  In¬ 
tention  to  issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date 
and  from  all  outstanding  Prohibition  Orders 
issued  to  date  under  authority  of  section 
2(a)  of  ESECA  is  estimated  in  FEA's  "Coal 
Conversion  Study”  as  follows: 

Demand 
(thousand  tons) 
•  percent  sulfur 
Year:  0.61  to  1.0 


1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 


1,247 

2,767 

3,854 

7,  196 

8,  750 
14,  014 
14,  014 
14,  014 


The  regional  planned  production  of  coal,  as 
previously  stated  in  paragraph  AA.e.,  above, 
with  the  characteristics  described  in  para¬ 
graph  A.3.a.,  above,  far  exceeds  this  poten¬ 


tial  ESECA  regional  demand  for  coal  by  sitl- 
f  ur  charactoistle. 

4.  State  or  local  lavas.  RA  has  found  no 
State  or  local  laws  or  poUdss  Umltlnc  ths 
extraction  or  utilisation  of  coal  that  would 
adversely  affect  these  production  figures, 
and  none  have  been  brought  to  RA’s  at¬ 
tention. 

.  6.  Conclusion.  FEA’s  “Availability  Study” 
has  identified  nationally  and  in  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  16  uncommitted 
coal  production  that  meets  the  requirements 
of  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  as  described  In 
paragraph  A.3Jt.,  above.  WEA  proposes  to  find 
that  this  uncommitted  coal  exists  In  amounts 
sufficient  in  any  year  to  meet  the  estimated 
additional  demand  for  coal,  both  nationally 
and  from  these  Districts,  resulting  from  this 
NOI,  from  all  other  Notices  of  Intention  to 
issue  Prohibition  Orders  to  date  and  ftom  all 
outstanding  Prohibition  Orders  Issued  irnder 
authwlty  of  section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

Coal  for  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  bought  from  producers  according  to 
regional  supply/demand  relationships  related 
to  the  powerplants*  location  frmn  Bureau  of 
Mines  Districts  1  through  16.  FEA  observes, 
however,  that  these  powerplants  could  pur¬ 
chase  coal  in  other  markets  as  such  produc¬ 
tion  becomes  avMlable.  ("The  Feasibility  of 
Considering  Expanded  Use  of  Western  Coal 
by  Midwestern  and  Eastern  Utilities  in  the 
Period  1978  and  Beyond,”  School  of  Engi¬ 
neering,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  Novem¬ 
ber  7, 1976.) 

B.  Coal  Transportation — 1.  Location  of 
povoerplants  and  coal  supply.  Based  on  an 
FEA  Study,  “Utility  Analysis  of  Goal  Trans¬ 
portation  Availability”,  November  1976, 
(hereafter  “Transportation  Availability 
Study"),  coal  for  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40 
would  probably  come  from  Bureau  of  Mines 
(BOM)  District  8  as  both  the  primary  and 
alternate  source  of  supply.  While  this  sup¬ 
ply  area  is  the  nearest  available  potential 
source  able  to  sui^ly  complying  coal  to  the 
powerplants,  complying  coal  can  be  trans¬ 
ferred  by  rail  from  other  identified  sources 
within  the  United  States.  The  analysis  of 
transportation  availability  is  based  on  the 
most  likely  route  as  well  as  two  alternate 
routes.  These  routes  were  chosen  to  demon¬ 
strate  transportation  availsbility. 

2.  Route  of  coal  shipment.  A  primary  route 
for  coal  delivery  tor  the  Port  Jeffers<Mi  30  and 
40  would  originate  on  the  Norfolk  A  West¬ 
ern  (NAW)  Railroad  to  Hagerstown,  Mary¬ 
land.  Consolidated  Railroad  Corporation 
(COnrall)  would  be  used  as  the  connecting 
carrier  between  Hagerstown  and  New  York 
City's  Port  Reading  Pier,  frenn  which  Inland 
barges  opiated  by  Express  Marine  or  Bed 
Star  Towing  and  Transportation  would  take 
the  coal  to  the  plant.  The  totM  distance  is 
approximately  600  miles. 

One  alternate  route  from  BOM  District  8 
would  involve  originating  coal  on  the  NAW 
to  Lynchburg,  Virginia,  taking  the  Southern 
to  Washington,  D.C.,  the  Chessie  (Baltimore 
A  Ohio)  to  Baltimore,  Conrall  to  Port  Read¬ 
ing,  New  York,  and  local  barge  to  the  plant. 

Another  alternate  route  from  an  alternate 
supply  would  be  to  originate  coal  from  BOM 
District  8  (West  Virginia)  to  Hagerstown, 
Maryland,  via  the  NAW  and  to  the  plant  as 
in  the  primary  route. 

3.  Originating  trunk  carrier.  The  NAW, 
the  expected  originating  carrier  of  coal  for 
Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  has  iq>proxlmaMy 
54.000  hopper  cars  with  an  estimated  average 
capacity  of  85  tons.  Using  an  average  number 
of  deliveries  of  20  per  year  per  86-ton  car, 
the  NAW  may  need  as  many  as  660  additional 
cars  to  handle  the  increased  demand  from 
Port  Jefferson  30  and  40.  This  estimate  as¬ 


sumes  that  the  railroad  would  nelthw  have 
excess  mglnatlng  capacity  not  obtain  cars 
from  other  carriers  In  the  originating 
vicinity. 

Only  about  2  percent  of  the  hopper  fieet 
Is  In  heavy  bad  order  and  retirement  rates 
through  1986  are  expected  to  average  iq>- 
proxlmately  1,200  cars/year.  The  NAW  In¬ 
dicated  that  It  Is  willing  to  acquire  any 
needed  ciq>aclty  Involved  In  shipment  to 
Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  and  that  It  would 
modify  its  expansion  plans  with  demand 
conditions.  The  railrocul  also  indicated  that 
its  carrying  capacity  would  be  expanded  as 
quickly  as  the  utility  pr^ares  to  bum  coal. 

FEA’s  "Transportation  Availability  Study” 
concluded  that  for  all  potential  Prohibition 
Order  candidates  studies,  there  would  be  no 
major  constraints  in  transporting  coal.  The 
study  examined  existing  rail  tranq>ortatlon 
car  capacity,  water  transportation  capacity. 
Including  unloading  docks,  where  applicable, 
and  took  into  account  projections  made  by 
all  carriers  to  meet  the  anticipated  demand 
for  all  types  of  transportation  facilities  as¬ 
suming  all  powerplants  studied  were  to  re¬ 
ceive  orders  under  section  2(a)  of  ESECA. 

The  NAW  indicated  that  transportation 
facilities  at  those  mine  sites  within  BOM  Dis¬ 
trict  8  served  by  the  NAW  are  in  satisfactory 
operating  condition  and  that  existing  load¬ 
ing  facilities  could  handle  the  required  coal 
volumes. 

FEA  has  not  found  nor  has  It  been  in¬ 
formed  of  any  apparent  constraints  to  carry¬ 
ing  coal  for  any  altwnate  or  intermediate 
carriers  should  they  be  used. 

4.  Destination  carrier  and  powerplant  fa¬ 
cilities.  Coal  will  most  likely  be  delivered  to 
Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  by  barge  from  Port 
Reading,  New  York.  Express  Marine  and  Red 
Star  Towing  and  Transportation  have  ex¬ 
pressed  wllllngneas  to  provide  the  neceesaiy 
barge  services.  Although  present  barge  ca¬ 
pacity  is  sufficient  to  handle  the  needs  of 
Port  Jefferson  30  and  40,  if  all  the  conversion 
candidates  are  ordered  to  convert,  new 
bargee  may  have  to  be  built.  The  barge  com¬ 
panies  have  indicated  that  they  are  willing 
to  tmdertake  the  necessary  construction, 
given  sufficient  lead  time  and  a  long-term 
barging  commitment. 

Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  are  equlp]>ed  with 
bucket  unloaders  capable  of  meeting  their 
unloading  needs.  Since  the  equipment  has 
not  been  in  routine  use  for  several  years, 
some  maintenance  will  be  required  to  put  it 
into  working  order.  It  Is  expected  that  these 
repairs  can  be  accomplished  prior  to  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  for  coal  burning. 

There  are  no  other  obstacle^  to  the  delivery 
of  coal  to  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40. 

6.  Conclusion.  Coal  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  will  be  available  for  the  period  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  is  expected  to  be  In  effect 
since  no  major  constraints  to  coal  delivery 
over  the  primary  route  to  Port  Jefferson  30 
and  40  presently  exist,  and  alternate  routes 
are  available. 

—  IV.  The  prohibition  of  the  burning  of 
natural  gas  or  petroleum  products  as  their 
primary  energy  source  will  not  impair  the 
reliability  of  service  in  the  area  served  by 
the  affected  povoerplants.  Based  on  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  information  submitted  to  FEA  by 
the  Federal  Powm*  Commission,  and  after 
consultation  with  the  Federal  Power  Cmn- 
mlssion,  FEA  proposes  to  find  that  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  Prohibition  Order  to  Port  Jefferson 
30  and  40  will  not  Impair  the  reliability  of 
service  in  the  area  served  by  these  power- 
plants.  This  proposed  finding  is  based  on  the 
facts  and  interpretations  stated  below: 

A.  Description  of  the  dispatching  system. 
1.  The  Port  Jefferson  Station  is  owned  by 
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Long  Islnnd  T.iehMng  Company,  which  is  a 
membw  of  the  New  York  Power  Pool  (NTPP) , 
which  Is  within  the  geogn^thlcal  area  of  the 
New  Tort  Subarea  of  the  Northeast  Poww 
Coordinating  Council  regional  electric  re¬ 
liability  ooundL 

a.  The  term  “dispatching  system“  as  used 
In  the  proposed  iiniiitig  means  the  NTPP. 


8«s  Uoe  2,  attachment  1. 

5.  The  proposed  changes  In  Table  1. 
abore,  are  based  cm  the  best  Information 
available  to  FEA  and  the  Federal  Power 
CommlBslon  (FPC  Form  12S-2  dated  Octo¬ 
ber  IS,  1970)  at  the  time  this  NOI  Is  Issued. 
RA  has  taken  Into  consideration  the  pos¬ 
sibility  that  the  proposed  changes  may  not 
be  cooi4>leted  by  ^e  Indicated  effective  date, 
but  has  determined  that  in  such  event,  with 
minor  modifications  to  the  projected  sched¬ 
ule  of  changes  contained  In  Table  1,  gross 
capacity  In  the  dl^atchlng  system  would  not 
be  significantly  affected  during  the  period 
required  for  conversion  of  Fort  Jefferson  30 
and  40. 

B.  Forecast  peak  loads  for  the  dispatching 
system.  1.  A  f<»wcast  of  the  peak  load  for  the 
dispatching  system  during  the  period  In 
which  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  would  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  is  Indicated  on 
line  8  of  attachment  1. 

a.  The  forecast  peak  load  has  been  com¬ 
pared  with  the  peak  load  In  a  previous 
similar  period.  The  annual  peak  load  ^owth 
rate  for  these  forecasts  Is  5  percent. 

C.  Maximum  projected  outages  for  the 
dispatching  system.  1.  Scheduled  outc^es  for 
normal  maintenance.  Including  other  power- 
plants  Implementing  Prohibition  Orders  and 
nuclear  plant  refueling  within  the  dispatch¬ 
ing  system  during  the  periods  In  which  Port 
Jefferson  SO  and  40  may  be  Implementing  a 
Prohibition  Order,  may  result  In  some  loss 
of  capacity  which  Is  excepted  to  be  as  Indi¬ 
cated  on  line  4  of  attachment  1. 

3.  A  projected  outage  of  2  months  for  each 


3.  The  gross  capacity,  as  ot  September  1970. 
of  all  dispatching  system  powecplants  was 
29,786  MW.  (See  Une  1,  attachment  1.) 

4.  Proposed  changes  up  to  the  pMlod  In 
which  P(wt  Jefferson  30  and  40  woxild  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  will  result  In  the 
gross  capacity  Indicated  <m  line  3  attachment 
1  because  of  the  following  changes  In  the 
dl^atchlng  system  listed  In  Table  1: 


powerplant  Is  estimated  to  be  required  to 
make  modifications.  Installations,  or  other 
physical  adjustments  reqiilred  by  a  Pro¬ 
hibition  Order  should  It  become  effective. 
The  powerplants  may  be  less  than  fully 
dependable  during  the  period  of  on-line  test¬ 
ing  and  adjustment  folloarlng  such  modifica¬ 
tions.  This  period  is  not  expected  to  exceed 
30  days.  To  take  advantage  of  the  maximum 
reserve  capacity,  these  projected  outages  are 
naost  likely  to  occur  during  the  Winter  1982 
peak  load  period.  The  potential  loss  of 
ciq>aclty  from  a  combined  outage  of  Port 
Jefferson  30  and  40  would  be  approximately 
370  MW  (line  7,  attachment  1).  This 
represents  the  maximum  potential  loss  due 
to  outages  at  these  powerplants,  but  It  Is 
expected  that  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  will 
be  Implementing  a  Prohibition  Order  at 
different  times.  This  maximum  potential  loss 
of  370  MW  Is  Included  In  the  total  outages 
Indicated  on  line  6  of  attachment  1.  (The 
assumed  conversion  period  specified  on  at¬ 
tachment  1  Is  shown  for  the  purpose  of 
Illustration  only.) 

3.  Maximum  projected  outages  within  the 
dispatching  system  Include  normal  sched¬ 
uled  maintenance  for  all  powerplants  (line 
4  of  attachment  1)  and  outages  due  to  con¬ 
version  (line  5  attachment  1)  for  those 
powerplants  to  be  Implementing  Prohibition 
Orders.  Maximum  projected  outages  are 
expected  to  be  as  Indicated  on  line  6  ot 
attachment  1,  thereby  reducing  the  gross 
capacity  and  resulting  In  a  net  dependable 
capacity  for  the  dispatching  system. 


D.  Net  dependable  capacity  for  the  dis~ 
patching  system.  1.  Based  oa  the  foregoing 
lnf<wmatlon.  the  net  dependable  capacity 
for  the  dispatching  system  at  the  expected 
time  of  Implementation  of  a  Prohibition 
Order  would  be  as  Indicated  on  line  9  of 
attachment  1. 

3.  Comparing  this  net  dependable  capacity 
to  the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8 
of  attachment  1  Indicates  that  the  reeervs 
capacity  shown  on  line  10  of  attachment  1 
would  exist  for  the  dispatching  system. 

3.  Comparison  this  reserve  capacity  to 
the  forecast  peak  load  shown  on  line  8  of 
attachment  1  results  In  a  reserve  margin  as 
Indicated  on  line  11  of  attachment  1  (as 
contrasted  with  a  reserve  margin  as  indicat¬ 
ed  on  line  13  of  attachment  1  If  no  units 
were  removed  from  service  due  to  Prohibi¬ 
tion  Orders) . 

4.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  con¬ 
siders  this  to  be  an  acceptable  reserve  margin 
taking  Into  consideration  the  geographical 
location  of  Port  Jefferson  30  and  40. 

5.  At  the  completion  of  the  conversion 
there  will  be  a  net  4fi  MW  derating  of  Port 
Jefferson  30  and  40  as  a  result  of  using  coal 
as  their  primary  energy  source. 

6.  Existing  transmission  system  Intercon¬ 
nections  may  transfer  an  additional  3,500 
MW  Into  the  dispatching  system.  This  capac¬ 
ity  may  provide  an  additional  resource  of 
electric  power  during  the  Implementation 
period  and  wlU  enhance  the  rellabUlty  of 
service.  ' 

E.  Conclusion.  If  dispatching  system  con¬ 
ditions,  Including  any  scheduled  outage  by 
Port  Jefferson  30  and  40  are  as  presently 
forecast  during  the  time  required  to  Imple¬ 
ment  a  Prohibition  Order  by  Port  Jefferson 
30  and  40  there  will  be  no  Impalrmeut  of 
reliability  ot  service  within  ^e  meaning  of 
E8BOA  In  the  area  served  by  LILOO  In  the 
dispatching  system  as  a  result  of  the  Order. 

ATTACHlCXIfT  1 
NTPP  RxLiABnxrr  Data 
POBT  JxrrxasoN 

ASSrMKD  CONVXBSION  PEXIOD 
JANTTABT  1 - rXBa'UABT  3S,  1SS2 

Megawatt 

capacity 


1 .  Cross  capacity  of  NTPP  as  of  Sep¬ 
tember  1, 1976  _  39,  786 

3.  Added  capacity _  3,  392 

3.  Cross  capacity _ 33, 178 

4.  Scheduled  outages  for  mainte¬ 

nance  _ _ _  3, 856 

5.  Projected  outages  due  to  prohibi¬ 

tion  orders _  558 

6.  Maximum  projected  outages,  due 

to  maintenance  and  prohibition 
orders  (line  4  plus  line  5) _  3,414 

7.  Unit  outage _  870 

8.  Peak  load  winter  1982 _  33, 830 

9.  Net  dependable  capacity _  39,764 

10.  Reserve  capacity _ _ _  5.994 

11.  Reserve  margin  percent  (mainte¬ 

nance  and  proldbltlon  ordsra) _  94. 95 

13.  Reserve  margin  percent  (mainte¬ 
nance  only) _  37.30 
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Table  1 


Powerplant  deslfnation 

Fuel 

Type  of  change 

CapseitT 

ehange  BSeetlee 

(mecawatts)  dau 

_ on. . 

.  Add. . 

-i-737  Dec.  1978 

rui 

._  Betlra. . . 

-14  Do. 

Watenide  U . . 

....  OIL . 

-»  Do. 

on  _ 

_ Add. . 

-fM  Nay  1977. 

..  mi  _ 

._  Add. . 

+«e  June  i«n. 

reel 

_ Add. . 

+S»  Nov.  1977. 

...  Add . 

-1-93  Nay  1973. 

on  . . . 

_ Add. . 

-)-10  Do. 

...  Add . 

■4-32  Nov.  1973. 

-  OmI _ 

_ KeUre . 

-18  Nay  1973. 

Waterside  10, 11  and  IS. . 

....  OIL . 

-73  Dee.  1978. 

....  OIL . 

-90  Do. 

Mlseellaneoug  QT8 . 

....  OIL . 

...  Add. . 

-i-21  Nay  1979. 

...  Add . 

-i-820  Do. 

Indian  PL  3  Upr . . . 

. do . 

...  Add . 

-fieo  Do. 

Oeweso  0 . 

....  Oil . 

...  Add . 

+350  Nov.  1979. 

...  Add . 

-fOB  May  1900. 

Totals: 

Added . 

+3,810 

.. 

Retired . 

-218 

Net  change . 

+3,102 
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